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There is exempt from the operation of this act all the profits realized or 
accrued on the purchase or sales of stocks or bonds that have been held and 
owned iu good faith by the same person or corporation for a continuous 
period of six months or more prior to such sale. It is the duty of every per
son and corporation, within ten days o.fter a profit is realized or has accrued 
on a.ny purchase or sale of stoc.ks or bonds subject to taxation under this 
act, either for present or for future delivery, to report the same under oath 
to the collector of internal revenue of the district m which the purchase or 
sale is made, stating the date of such purchase or sale, the amount thereof 
the description of the stocks or bonds so purchased or sold, and the name and 
residence of the person or corporation with whom such dealings of purchase 
or sale were had, and the s.mount of the profit r.ealized on such transactions, 
each separately; aml the Secretary of the Treasurr is authorized to make 
all needful regulati<mS for the assessment and collection of the taxes imposed 
by this act. 

Any person, and the agents or officers of any corporation, who shall omit 
or refuse to make due report and return of any profits realized or accrued 
on the purchase or sale of bonds or stocks that are taxable under this a ct, 
according to law and the regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, is guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall be punished by any court 
having juri::;diction of such offenses by a fine not exceeding $j()() and by im
pri onment for a term not less than thirty days nor exceeding one year, at 
the discretion of the court. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President--
Mr; ALLEN. With the consent of the Senator from Iowa. I 

rise for the purpose of receiving recognition, that I may proceed 
with some remarks .Monday morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
will be rec.o_stnized as entitled to the floor. 

Mr. ALL.u:>ON. I move that the Senate adjourn. 
The motion was agTeed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 30 minutes 

p.m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, June 14, 1897, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 

SENATE. 
MONDAY, June 14, 1897. 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by Rev. L. B. WILSON, D. D., of the city of Washington. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read and 

approved. 
PETITIONS AND :MEMORliLS. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented memorials of the Oswego 
Lumbermen's Exchange, of Oswego; of E. W. Rathbun & Co., 
wholesale lumber dealers, of Oswego, and of C. W. Mott, of 
Oneida, all in the State of New York, remonstrating against the 
imposition of the proposed duty of $2 per thousand feet upon lum
ber; which were ordered to lie on the table. 

:Mr. PLATT of New York presented sundry memorials of citi
zens of New York City, Geneva, Albany, Waterville, Rochester, 
Yonkers, Callicoon, Northbranch, and Brooklyn, all in the State 
of New York, remonstrating against the proposed increase of the 
tax on beer; which we1·e ot·dered to lie on the table. 

Mr. MORRILL presented a petition of sundry citizens of Pow
nal, Vt., and a petition of sundry citizens of Saxtons River, Vt., 
praying for the early passage of the pending tariff bill; which were 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. PASCO presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce 
of Fernandina, Fla., praying that an appropriation be macle for 
the purpose of keeping the entrance of Cumberland Sound open 
to commerce; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. PRITCHARD presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Burlington, N.C., and a petition of sundry citizens of Concord, 
N.C., praying for the passage, at the earliest possible date, of such 
protective-tariff legislation as will adequately secure American 
industrial products against the competition offoreign labor; which 
were ordered to lie on the table. 

l'th-. HANSBROUGH presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Milton, N.Dak., praying for the early passage of the pending tariff 
bill; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

l'th-. HOAR presented a memorial of 61 citizens of Massachu
setts engaged in the manufacture of shoes, remonstrating against 
any increase in the present rate of duty on tanned skins for 
morocco or a duty on raw goatskins; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

He also pres en ted a petition of 196 business men of Lowell, Mass., 
and a petition of 36 citizens of North Adams and Briggsville, Mass., 
praying for the early passage of the pending tariff bill; which were 
ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman's Christian Temper
ance Union of Bristol County, Mass., praying for the enactment 
of legislation prohibiting the reproduction of pugilistic encounters 
by means of the kinetoscope; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. TITRPIE presented a petition of sundry citizens of New 
Albany, Ind., praying for the speedy .enactment of a protective
tariff law; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. HAWLEY presented the petition of T. E. Hopkins and 36 
other citizens of Danielson, Conn., and the petition ofT. M. Ross 
and sundry other citizens of Tolland County, Conn., praying for the 
early passage of the pending tariff bill; which were ordered to lie 
on the table. 

Mr. SPOONER presented petitions of Dorton Mihills and 103 
other citizens of Evansville, of Benjamin P. Hill and 31 other citi
zens of Bayfield, of D. S. Conger and 44 other citizens of Prairie du 
Sac, of C. C. Pratt and 11 other citizens of Deerfield, of Frank B. 
Bacon and 106 other citizens of Sparta, of E. T. Buxton and 30 
other citizens of Superior, and of John B. Stickney and 103 other 
citizens of Mazomanie, all in the State of Wisconsin, praying for 
the early passage of the pending tariff bill; which were ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SALE OF ALCOHOLIC LIQUORS IN SOUTH OA.ROLINA. 
Mr. TILLMAN. From the Committee on Interstate Commerce 

I submit a rflport giving the judicial decisions on the regulation 
of commerce between the sever:d States and with foreign coun
tries in reference to the South Carolina liquor law. I move that 
the report be printed for the information of the Senate, to accom
pany the bill (S. 224) to limit the effect of the re~ulation of com
merce between the several States and with fOl"eign countries in 
certain cases. 

The motion was agreed to. 
BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Mr. PETTIGREW introduced a bill (S. 2138) to give the con
sent of Congress to a compact entered into between the States of 
South Dakota and Nebraska respecting the boundary between 
said States; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. ALLEN introduced a. bill (S. 2139) granting a pension to 
Richard Barnes, of Madison County, Nebr.; which was read twice 
by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. • 

Mr. DANIEL (byrequest) introduced the following bills; which 
were severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com
mittee on Claims: 

A bill (S. 2140) for the relief of the legal representatives of Paul 
McNeel, deceased, of Pocahontas County, W.Va.; 

A bill (S. 2141) for the relief of W . E. Judkins, executor of 
Lewis McKenzie; and 

A bill (S. 2142) for the relief of Alexander Stodcl:ut, of New 
York. 

AMENDMENT TO THE T.;\RIFF BILL. 
Mr. PRITCHARD submitted an amendment intended to be pro

posed by him to the bill (H. R. 379) to provide revenue for the 
Government and to encourage the industries of the United States; 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance, and ordered to 
be printed. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 
A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J. 

BROWNING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the 
House had signed the enrolled joint resolution (S. R. 64) relating 
to the payment of salaries in the consular service; and it was 
thereupon signed by the Vice-President. 

THE TARIFF BILL. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The morning business appears to be 

closed. 
Mr. ALLISON. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid

eration of House bill 379. 
There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 

Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 379) to pro
vide revenue for the Government and t.o encourage the industries 
of the United States. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The pending question is upon the 
amendment of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. LINDSAY], upon 
which the Senator from N~braska [1\.fr. ALLENl has the floor. 

Mr. ALLISON. If the Senator from Nebraska will yield to me 
for a moment, I ask that beginning on Wednesday morning the 
sessions of the Senate shall commence at 11 instead of 12 o'clock, 
as now. 

Mr. VEST. All right. 
Mr. ALLISON. I think it would facilitate the business if we 

should adopt that 0ourse. 
Mr. VEST. That is with the understanding, of course, that we 

shall adjourn at 5 o'clock. 
Mr. ALLISON. I think perhaps it would not ba wise to make 

such an order as to the hour of adjom·nment. I have no doubt 
t hat we will all feel like adjourning about 5 o'clock, or, at any 
rate, like passing from the consideration of this bill to other busi
ness that may be necessary-executive business, and so on. I 
assure Senators that they will have no trouble as to the hour of 
a-djournment if this order is agreed to. 

Mr. VEST. That is all right. I want to be entirely frank about 
it. It is the late sessions that count against those of us who are 
working on the bilL I do not mind meeting at 11 o'clock in the 
morning, but to stay here after 5 is mo1·e than those of us who are 
pa.st middle life want to bear. 

Mr. ALLISON. Under our II!-ethods of business, as the Senator 
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very well knows, it may not always be convenient to adjourn at a 
particular time. 

Mr. VEST. I mean, to let the tariff bill go over. 
Mr. ALLISON. Unless there is some special reason, perhaps 

that can be arranged. 
Mr. VEST. I do not mind executive sessions after 5. 
Mr. ALLISON. I hope there will be no agreement as to the 

hour of adjournment. I think there will be no difficulty in ar
ranging that to suit Senators on both sides. 

Mr. VEST. Very well 
Mr. ALLISON. I ask unanimous consent, therefore, that, be

ginning Wednesday morning, the hour of meeting shall be 11 in
stead of 12 o'clock until otherwise ordered. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senate has hea1·d the request of 
the Senator from Iowa asking unanimous consent that, beginning 
on Wednesday, the hour of meeting of the Senate shall be 11 
o'clock in the morning instead of 12 o'clock, as heretofore. 

Ml·. ALLISON. Until otherwise ordered. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Untilotherwiseordered.. The Chair 

hears no objection to the request. No objection being entered, 
that will be the order. Beginning Wednesday morning, the Sen
ate will meet at 11 o'clock. The Senator from Nebraska will 
proceed. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, during the very interesting re
marks of the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. LINDSAY] on 
Saturday last the following colloquial discussion took place: 

1\Ir. ALLEN. Then I should like to ask the Senator from Missouri what is to 
prevent the Government of the United States from resorting to the common
law writ of quo warranto, bringing this ti·ust into court and dissolving its 
existence regardless of any st:ttute? 

M1·. VEST. I have no doubt It could be done if we could get at the proof in 
the case, if the State corporation was operating in restraint of trade under 
the Edmunds law. 

Mr. ALLEN. It does not make any difference about it being a State corpora-
tion. . 

Mr. VEST. But the question was, Did it operate in restraint of trade among 
the States? 

Mr. HoAR. You can not i<>Sue a quo warranto against a State corporation. 
Mr. VEST. I do not know that you can issue that particular writ of quo 

warranto, but the proceedin~ to which I refer were instituted under the 
Edmunds law. 

Mr. ALLEN. Does the Senator from MassachuRe-tts pretend to say that the 
charter of a Shl.te corporation can not be dissolved, or, at least, that it can 
not be prevented from doing business when it monopolizes interstate trade 
and results in a monopoly? · 

Mr. HoAn. If my honorable friend the Senator from Nebraska will pardon 
me, in all good nature, I do not pretend anything in the Senate. I am asked 
to state my view of a. law question and whether I pretend so and so. 

Mr. ALLEN. I did not mean to offend thE." Senator. 
Mr. HoAR. It is not a very arrreeable kind of a question. 
Mr. ALLEN. I E-imply wanted' to give it as my opinion (and it is the opinion 

of only one man, and not quite so good or right as that of the Senator from 
Massachusetts) that there i<> no question about the power of this Government 
to dissolve such a corporation, regardless of the fact where it gets its char
ter. Whenever it leaves the State in which it is incorporated and engageJs in 
the transaction of business which is international commerce and interstate 
commerce, the nation has control. 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. President-
Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator pardon me for a sentence? 
Mr. LINDSAY. Certainly. ' 
Mr. HoAR. I supposed the law to be that the writ of quo warranto is a writ 

to dissolve a corporation which by illegal conduct bas forfeited its power to 
exist, and that It is a writ addressed to it to come and show causo by what 
warrant it continues to act as a corporation. I suppose that can only be done. 
under our system of _jurisprudence, in the courts of the sovereign that created 
the corporation, which is the State in the case of a State corporation. I do 
not concede that that is a,. proper writ or remedy to prevent a corporation 
from doing an unlawful thing. 

Undoubtedly the courts of the United States may byprol?er process enjoin 
a State corporation. as they could an individual, a~ainst v10lating a United 
States law in cases where such an inju.nction is tne proper and fitting pro
ceeding, but that would not be by institutin~ an action of quo warranto, and 
it would not be in anv case, as I suppose, w1thin the powers of the United 
States courts to dissolve a State corporation. 

Mr. ALLEN. 1\Ir. President-
Mr. LINDSAY. I can not yield further. 
Mr. ALLEN. Very well. 

At this point I was cut short from answering the Senator trom 
Massachusetts [Mr. HOAR] by the refusal of the Senator from 
Kentucky to permit further interruption, and I embrace the first 
opportunity to reply briefly to him on this point. 

Quo warranto is the proper common-law writ by ..which to in
quire into and determine the 1'i~ht of persons to exercise corporate 
functions or franchises, and the remedy is limited only by the facts 
and circumstances of each particular case as it presents itself, for 
it is doubtful if in illustrative jurisprudence two cases can be 
found presenting exactly the same or substantially a similar state 
of facts. The English law of quo warranto descended to us as an 
inheritance, and it came in all its fullness and efficiency, and not 
so crippled and hedged about by unreasonable and unnecessary 
restrictions as to make it barren of results when properly set in 
motion. I can not bring myself to agree with the Senator from 
Massachusetts, much as I am inclined to do so, for, as I look at the 
question, there can be little, if any, doubt of the jurisdiction of 
the Federal conrts to oust a corporation in so far as it engages in 
interstate or international commerce if it does not possess lawful 
authority to do so. 

U Havemeyer and his associates went to New Jersey to procme 

a charter as a mere shield from consequBnces of a business con
ducted elsewhere, and not to conduct business there, the act was 
fraudulent, the charter was void, and the Federal court would, 
in a proper case, have jurisdiction to so adjudge it. It must be 
remembered that under the liberal practice obtaining in the United 
States the court, in a case of quo warranto, is not confined to en
tering a judgment of ouster merely, but it has authority to enter 
as a part of its judgment a perpetual injunction restraining the 
corporation from the exercise of functions it does not lawfully 
possess. In addition to quo warranto, a bill in chancery may be 
filed -to restrain the corporation from carrying on a business not 
contemplated by its charter, and I take it for granted that it is 
elementary that a corporation deriving its chartered powers from 
the legislature of New Jersey or any other State does not possess 
the rig·ht to engage in interstate or international commerce, and 
that the State granting the charter has no power to confer that 
authority. 

A State possesses power to charter a corporation to transact 
business within its territorial limits only. It can not extend 
beyond State boundaries and it must of necessity be confined to 
carrying on a lawful business within the State and to State com
merce, and incidentally to such interstate and international com
merce as may by the sufferance of Congress be transacted within 
the State. It has no authority, however, by virtue of its corpo
rate existence to pass beyond the boundaries of the State of its 
origin and domicile and engage in a commerce over which, by the 
Constitution, Congress has original and exclusive jurisdiction. 

The common-law remedy of qno warranto not only authorizes 
the court to inquire by what warrant or authority the corporation 
transacts business, but to inquire into and determine whether a 
particular branch of business comes within its chartered priv
ileges or not, and if it does not to oust it from the transaction of 
such business and restrain it from engaging therein again. 

The Constitution declares-
That Congress sh~ll have power to regulate commerce with foreign nations 

and among the several States and with the Indian tribes. 
These powm·s are very comprehensive and embrace not alone a 

direct regulation by act of Congress of how and when such com
merce may be conducted, but the means, and as an incident the 
Congress may declare that no commerce shall be carried on 
through the instrumentality or agency of corporations. It may 
confine such commerce to individuals, or copartnerships, or, in 
fact, impose any other resti·iction on it that may be deemed politic 
and wise. 

The grant is to regulate commerce with the foreign nations. 
Thisdoesnotmean with foreign nations as distiuctpoliticalentities, 
but with the people of foreign nations, and therefore it embraces 
within its legitimate scope complete authority to regulate the in
terchange of traffic between the people of the United States and 
the people of a foreign nation. and there follows impliedly from 
this the incidental power to determine the class of vessels in which 
commerce may be carried, and, in fact, the right to regulate com
merce carries with it the right to suspend or prohibit it if neces
sary for the time being and for the general welfare, and it is de
clared that Congress shall have power to regulate commerce 
''among the several States." In the first case the word ''with, is 
used, while in the latter .. among" is employed. ·Perhaps there is 
no significance in this change of expression in speaking of the two 
classes of commerce, and yet it must be noted in passing that a 
change was made. This does not mean among the several States 
as political entities, for at the time the Constitution was adopted 
there was no commerce among the se\et"dl States as such, or prac
tically none. and therefore it must be held to refer to the people of 
the several States. 

And here, too, is implied the authority to prohibit the inter-
change of commercial rela,tions between the people of the several 
States if for any purpose it shall be deemed wise and proper for 
Congress to do so. And there is further implied the right to 
choose the means of regulating and the instrumentalities thereof. 
and therefore I assume it is elementary that if Congress shall de
clare that no commerce among the several States shall be carried 
on through the instrumentality of a corporation. the law would be 
constitutional and would be enforced not only in the Federal 
courts, but in the State courts as well, for it is primarily the duty 
of the State courts to enforce an act of Congress when its jurisdic
tion is properly invoked in the ordinary course of litigation. It 
would be strange, then, if, Congress possessing this power, broad 
and comprehensive as it is, we should find ourselves without a 
remedy to enforce an act of regulation. It was an axiom at the 
common law that for every right there was a remedy, and that 
axiom came to us from the English law, and we may therefore 
properly declare that where there is a right in the sovereignty of' 
the United States there is a remedy for its enforcement. 

Let us suppose that the Havemeyers, residing inN ew York, went 
across the line into New Jersey and procnreq a charter from the 
legislature of that State, without having a domicile there, and by 
virtue of that charter established an office in the city of New York 



1700 CONGRESSIONAL- RECORD-SENATE. 

and created a monopoly in the sugar business. If the chief purpose 
in obtaining the charter was to enable them to transact business 
as a corporation in New York and engage in interstate and inter
national commerce, theN ew Jersey charter would not afford them 
protection from the Feileral courts in New York, or any other dis
trict or circuit where their business may l::e conducted. The mo
menttheyeeased to transact a purely local or State business within 
the State of New Jersey and engaged in interstat e and international 
commerce beyond the territorial lines of that State, that moment 
they placed themselves in a position where they were subject to 
the jurisdiction of the United States courts, and jt would be some
what singular if they could engage in a business 99 per cent of 
which is interstate and international in its character and the 
courts of the United States would have no jurisdiction to control 
them or adjudge theh· business unlawful, if unlawful, or con
ducted unlawfnlly, or oust them .in so far as their business might 
be a monopoly and in violation of the common or statute law. 

I assume, for the purpose of this argument, that a t the common 
law a monopoly was in violation of law, and was subject to con
trol of the courts. and its agents might be indicted and punished 
and its existence dissolved and the corporation restrained by in
junction from carrying it on in the future. 

It is admitted on all hands that no sugar schedule can be framed 
hy any party fi·om which the sugar trust will not derive pecuniary 
benefit. I am well satisfied from my own observation and experi
ence as a member of the investigating co~mittee of 18~4 that this 
is true. Then why waste time on this schedule? If there is a 
real des·re and an honest purpose to destroy this gigantic monop
oly tbat is eating out the substance of the people, why not employ 
the courts t::> dissolve it, or at least to oust it from the exercise of 
this particular function? We shonld begin at the proper place 
and employ the proper remedy and deprive it of a monopoly of one 
of the staple necessities of life. 

As long as we higgle on schedules, the sugar trust will laugh at 
us in derision and mock our impotency and continue to fatten on 
unlawful exactions from the people. It will only fear the Gov
ernment when we shall invoke the aid of the courts and deprive 
it of existence outside of its lawful situs. 

It has been suggested that the courts can not be r elied on to con
trol this monopoly; that the judges are surrounded by influences 
that \vill prevent them from determining the question as they 
should. If this be true, then the Government in its judicial branch 
is a failure and the people are without a remedy. I have confi
dence, however, in the courts of the United States to believe that 
when their jurisdiction is properly invoked they will not he~itate 
to deal justly by the peop!e and dissolve this gigantic monopoly. 

There is another subject to which I desire to direct attention 
for a moment. We bave a b·eaty relation with the Hawaiian 
Islands by which Hawaiian sugars are admittad into the United 
States free of duty. There come to the United States annually at 
lea.;t 225,000 tons under that treaty which do not pay a cent of 
revenue into the Treasury. I think I ani entirely safe in assert
ing that the United States loses from six to six and a half million 
dollars annually in consequence of the treaty. 

The time has come, in my judgment, when this tJ:eaty ought to 
be r evoked. I .am not prepared to say that it ought never to have 
been made. Its making antedates by several years my advent 
into public life, and I am not prepared to say th at circumstances 
did not exi.Ht at the time which warranted the Govermnent in en
tering into a treaty with the then Kmg of Hawaii. 

But, .Mr. Pre ident, the people derive no benefit from the pro
yjsion of the Hawaiian treaty which admits Rugar free of duty.
The investigation in 1894 by the special committee apointed by 
this body developed the fact that the American Sugar Refining 
Company. at the head of which stands Henry 0. Havemeyer and 
the king of the sugar trust of the Hawaiian Islands, Claus Spreck
els, were in partnership in Hawaiian sugars; that they owned 
jointly the Western Refining Factory, located at San Francisco, 
Cal., and that an agreement e."t:isted between them by wh:.ch all 
the section of our country lying west of the Missouri River was 
turned over to Spreckels to supply with sugars, and the portion 
of the United States lying east of the Missouri was devoted ex
clusively to the forays of the American sugar trust. And I think 
the fact is that only about 7 per cent of the sugar trust's sugars 
go west of the Missouri River. 

1\lr. President, we receive no benefit from this treaty relation. 
Sugars raised upon many of the islands in the Atlantic and Pacific 
oeeans are shipped to Honolulu, there r epacked and marked Ha
waiian sugars, and brought into this country under the language 
of that ~reaty, but really in violation of its spirit and purpose. 

Why, then, should the people be deprived of deriving revenue 
• to the amount of between 86.000.000 and 87,000,000 a year from 

these imported sugars? There is no competition between Hawaiian 
sugars and sngars manufactured or refined by the American sugar 
trust. The moment those sugars come to the United States that 
moment they are owned and controlled by this combimttion be
tween Havemeyer and Spreckels, and there is immediately stifled 

that natural and legitimate competition which under proper reg
ulati ons would exist. 

The sugctr trust takes these sugars in its control and fixes the 
price to the Amerjcan consumer, entirely regardless of the fact 
that they are admitted free of duty. Those suga-rs \Yould be no 
higher to the consumers if they paid this tax of betweenS.J, 000,000 
:md $7,000,000 annually. And how many years will elapse until 
the 22.1,000 tons of sugar admitted annually free of duty as 
H awaiian sugars will grow into 450,000 tons or 500.000 tons, when 
the Government will be deprivecl of revenue to the amount of 
from $12,000,000 to 814.000,000 a year? 

1\Ir. President, we can not build up the American·sugar industry 
or develop it in the slightest degree if this treaty is permitted to 
remain intact. It has been demonstrated that beet sngar, for 
instance, up to this time, can not be produced an(l soU in the 
market for less than about 4 cents a pound, while under the oper· 
ation of the Hawaiian treaty Hawaiian sugars can come to the 
United States and be sold to the consumer for less than 3 cents a 
pounu and a reasonable profit be made on them. How <'an it be 
expected, if that treaty is perm·;tted to remain, that domestic 
sug,ir can contest in the markets of the United St;a tes \vith the 
product of the Polynesians and the low class of labor found on 
the islands of the Pacific Ocean? 

Mr. President, so far as I am concerned, as one member of this 
body, and in my judgment, so far as the Populist party is repre
sented in this Chamber, there is but one course to pursue, and 
th&t is to cast our votes at all timeR and unaer all circumstances 
to cancel the treaty between the United States and the Hawaiian 
Islands, and by that means give some impetus, if impetus can be 
given in that way, to the development of the American sugar in· 
dust ry. Not only thnt, sir, bu·t we can not afford to cast our votes 
to throw away $6,500,000 of revenue annually and give it to the 
Amer ican sugar trust that is now eating out tlte life anJ paralyzing 
the enetgies of the American people. It will be one step at least 
in the direction of impairing the efficiency of that trust. 

Mr. President, I have, in the four years I have been here, wit· 
nes!'ed the singular spectacle of a play on the part of Congress 
with the American Sugar Refining Company. Iu 11:)9-!. when the 
\Vilson bill was before tlris body and was being considered, Sen· 
a tors on the other side of the Chamber held np their handg in holy 
horror that the Democratic party and the Populists should be bold 
enough to gi\e the _sugar trust some advantage under the sugar 
sehedule of that b11l. That act reduced the benefits that we1·e 
then being derived under the McKinley law by the sugar trust. 
It did not wipe out entirely the profits they were making, it is 
true; for, sir, I eonceive it impossible for Congress, in the form 
of a sugar schedule, to deprive this gigantic corporation of some 
profit. 

Now, M:r. President, in 1897, when this bill iR pending before 
this branch of Congress, our Democratic friends hold up their 
hands in horror that the American sugar trust should receive 
some benefit from it, and yet all, Democrats, Republicans, and 
Populists agree that it i':l impossible to frame and pass through 
Congress a sugar schedule that will not result in benefit to the 
trust. Sir, if we are honest with the American p eople, if this 
reform Administrabon that was heralded as t.he advance agent 
of prosperity seven or eight months ago intends to do anything 
for the reli~f of the American people in thi<:> respect, why not in· 
voke the courts of the country to dissoi ve and oust this corpora
tion, in so far as it assumes to exercise functions that control 
interstate and international commerce? 

M1t. President, he would be a bold man indeed, and a reckless 
lawyer, who would assert that this corporation or any other could 
pass beyond the territorial limits of the State in which it was 
organized and ·created and engage in a. purely interst:.tte and in
ternational commerce without jurisdiction upon the part of the 
Federa-l courts to oust it of unlawful exercise of that power, es
pecially when it has become a monopoly and inimical to the gen
eral welfare. We may talk of schedules high and schedules low, 
we may undertake to make the American people believe that we 
are in favor of checking this gjgantic mongter: we may deceive a 
portion of the people; but this monopoly will never stand in fear 
of Cong:ress or any other branch of this Government. it will never 
cease to fat ten and grow rich out of the American people, until the 
plenary jurisdiction of our courts is invoked for its dissolution 
and restraint. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CHANDLE~ in the chai·:). 
The question is on the adoption of the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Lr~DSAY] . Is the Senate ready 
for the question? 

Mr. P~TTIGREW. Mr. President, I do not care to address 
myself to the pending amendment~ but I wish to Rubmit some re
m:u-ks in regard to the amendment which I offered on-the 25th of 
May, providing that all articles the subject of a trust shall be ad
mitted free of duty. 

Mr. President, o·nr civilization is founded upon the theory of 
evolution, upon the doctrine of the survival of the fittest, upon 
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the law of competition, and is opposed to socialism. We say, as 
far as is consistent with the existence of protection under the law, 
Let man, untrammeled and un1·estrained, work out his destiny. 
The result of this theory in the past was feudalism, or the su
premacy of brute strength and physical courage, and its resulting 
paternalism. But feudalism, by the operation of the law of com
petition and evolution, destroyed itself by the subjugation of the 
weaker by th~ stronger and the creation of monarchical forms of 
government in its place. 

To-day, under the operation of this law of competition, we are 
drifting toward socialism on the one side and plutocracy on the 
other. It is for us to say whether we will stop the march of 
events in their course, and make this again a government of the 
the people, by the people, and for the people, or allow the present 
to crystallize and thus continue to be what we new are-a govern
ment of the trusts, by the trusts, and for the trusts-a plutocracy 
of artificial persons, sustained by bribery. In the past all plu
tocracies have been of natural persons, with something of con
scjence and human sympathy in their composition, and they have 
kept discontent in check by !:orce and bribery, by a paid polke, 
and by a standing army. But as our plutocracy is of the worst 
form. without heart and conscience, being an artificial person, it 
is fitting and well that it should be forced-if its existence shall 
be perpetuated-to rely upon the one means of sustaining its 
existence-that of loathsome bribery. 

We have abandoned as a people the doctrine so oft repeated and 
so much believed, that competition is the life uf trade, and have 
adopted the doctrine that competition is killing, resulting in the 
organization of trusts and combinations to restTict production, to 
maintain or increase prices, until to-day there are but few articles 
manufactured in the United States that are not the subject of a 
trust. There is a t1·ust to control coffee, coal, sugar, lead. oil, 
glass, all kinds of hardware, steel. chemicals, and crockery. Thus 
the fundamental principle of our civilization is overturned, aiid 
those who can not combine-the farmer and individual proprietor 
and toilers of the land-are at the mercy of those who do combine. 

TARIFF AND THE TRUSTS. 

Wheri the Republican party came into being as the advocate of 
protection to American industry by the means of a tariff. it wisely 
based its advocacy of the doctrine of protection upon the theory 
on which our civilization rests-competition, and declared that 
the building of American factories to supply the protected article 
would creat.e competition and thus lower the price of the article 
to the consumer. In every campaign we have told the people the 
story of nails-how they were 6 cents per pound, and we put a 
duty on them of 2 cents per pound, and American genius and en
er[zy produced the machinery, and compet1tion reduced the price, 
and nails sold for 1 cent per pound. and the Republican doctrine 
of pt·otection was triumphantly vindicated. 

L ast year the nail trust was organized, a~d the price of nails 
rose from 1 cent a pound to 3-f cents a pound, an~ thus the Repub
lican theory of protection was completely overthrown. The same 
story can be told of almost every mnnufactured article in this bill. 
How to remedy this defect so as to justify a tariff for protection 
in the future is the problem which every Republican is called 
upon to solve. The two questions are so intimately connected 
that they must go together. No tariff bill can be defended that 
does not protect the people against trusts. If the Republican 
party undertakes it, you will go down in defeat at the next elec
tion. 

Mr. President, I offer my amendment in good faith as a protec
tionist. If it is not adopted, the theory of protection falls to the 
ground. If it is adopted, you can defend this bill before the peo
ple of the United States. 

The amendment provides-
That all articles on the dutiable list mentioned in this act shall be admitted 

free of duty if said articles or articles of a like character of domestic produc
tion are manufactured or their sale controlled or the price affected by a 
trust or combination to increase the cost of said articles to purchasers by 
preventing competition or otherwise. Every contract, combination in the 
form of a trust, or association or corporation whose effect is to restrict the 
quantity of production or increase the price of any article, or any conspiracy 
in restraint of trade, shall be deemed a trust within the provisions of this act. 

Any citizen of the United States may file a petition. verified by oath or af
firmation, in any district court of the United States where the defendant has 
an office or place of business or may r eside, alleging the existence of a trust 
as herein defined, and that articles or products subject to duty under this 
act, or articles or products of like character of domestic prod uct.ion, are manu
factured, or their sale controlled, or the price affected by said trust; where
upon a summons shall be immediately issued f rom said court directing the 
defendant to appear and answer said petition, the case to be governed as to 
time and manner of service, the pleadings and all proceedings bad therein, 
as is now provided by law in civil causes instituted in the district courts of 
the United States. , 

If any citizen of the United States shall file with any district attorney for 
said dil:!trict the petition herein set forth. it shall be the duty of said attorney 
to institute proceedings forthwith in the district court for said district in the 
name of the United States for the purpose of determinin&' the issues made by 
E&id petition, like proceedings to be had in such case as herem before prescribed. 

The summons to the defendant or defendants herein required shall be 
served upon the president or chief officer, if a corporation, or upon all the 

~~Yf~!~'b~ ~~ti:~i~r~e o:!~[;::-~~E·::t~;~~~hli~es~fl of the Treasury 
All cases justituted as herein provided shall be advanced upon the docket 

of the court so as to have precedence of trial over all civil causes thereon, and 
an appeal may be taken from the decision of the d istrict court to the circuit 
court of the United States for the district, under the same rules as are pre
scribed for like appeals in other civil cases, but the judgment of the circuit 
court shall be final. 

If the decision of the court shall b e that the allegations of the petitions are 
true an order directing the customs officers of the United Statets to thereafter 
permit the importation of such article or articles free of duty shall at once 
issue: Provided, That where a duty is levied upon raw IIUl.terial or any a r ticle 
that is impro>ed by any proces!" after being imported, the duty on the raw ma
terial or unrefined or unimproved article shall be collPcted, and a like amount 
of duty upon the refined or improved article as provided by this a<:t; but the 
differential or additional duty ~;hall not be collected if the improved or re
fined product is found to be the subject of a trust, as hereinbefore set forth: 
Provid~d, That a t any time after judgment th~ Secretary of the Treasury, 
upon written grounds, or any party to the proceediugs upon petition , veri
fied by oath or affirmation, may move the cour t to se~ aside or suspend the 
enforcement of such judgment. If unon he:.u-ing it shall be adjudged that 
the trust has cen.sed to exist, it shall be the duty of the Secretary of the 
Treasury to wit hdraw or cancel his orders to the custnms ofiicer!', and such 
officers stJall immediately resume the collection of the duties imposed by this 
act. The parties to the m·iginal prof'eeding who do not join in the motion 
shall have reasonable notice thereof, and the m ot ion shall be adva'!!ced and 
have precedence of trial over all civil causes. Appeals may be talren as in 
the original proceeding to the circuit court, but the judgment of that court 
upon the motion shall be final. 

But you urge that if this amendment is adopted it will defeat 
the object of pac;sing a tariff bill. as no revenue will be derived 
therefrom. If this is true, then surely we are in the hands of the 
trusts. But I contend that this tariff bill is so framed that the 
articles which are the subject of a trust are not the articles from 
which much revenue is derived. the evident purpose of the framer 
of the bill being to give the .American market to the trusts and 
raise the revenue from other articles. 

I s it not more reasonable to suppose that the trusts will dissolve 
rather than share the rich American market with foreigners? 
For jf the trusts do not disband. and thu.:> allow the various manu
facturers to compete with one another' the operation of the amend
ment I offer will be to compel them to compete with the foreign 
manufacturer. Is it not sure to follow that, rather than open our 
doors to the free competition of the world, the trusts will cease to 
exist? 

It is urged, however, that but part of the manufacturers maybe 
in the trust, and that this amendment punishes the innocent with 
the guilty; but there can be no innocent persons, for the aTJlend
menG p1·ovides t uat in order tote a trust the effect must be to 
restrict the quantity of production or inerea::;o the price of the 
article. Thus those not in the combination are the recip~ents of 
the benefits, and the willing recipients, or they would have pre
vented the rise in price resulting from the trust. If the trust 
ceases to exist as to any ru·ticle, the Secretary of t he Treasury may 
commence procePding-A to have that fact declared by the court, 
and the duty again collected. 

TRUSTS RESULT FROlf DECLINING PRICES. 

The rapid growth of trusts in the United States began with the 
demonetization of sil \'er, and the formation of trusts was the means 
adopted by some of the most far-seeing and shrewdest men hav
ing control and direction of capital invested in manufacturing 
and transportation to avert losses to themselves by reason of fall
ing prices, which lead to overproduction and underconsumption. 
They realized that the first effect of a decline in prices i to stimu
late production, because the producers hope to make up the differ
ence in price by larger sales at a les3 expense. They al-so foresaw 
what the avera~e producer fails to see, that when the dec~ine of 
prices is general the purchasing power is less in the whole com
munity, and therefore an increased production can find no market 
at any price, so that there exists at the same time an overproduc
tion of things which are most needed and an underconsumption 
of these very things, because of the inability to purchase them. 

The organizers of the trusts did not go into the causes of the 
falling prices. In most cases they knew nothing about the natm·al 
e:fects of throwin~ the entire burden upon one metal constituting 
the basis of · the money of the world, which had formerly rested 
upon both gold and silver. So they made the common error of 
mistaking effect for cause, and attributed the decline iu prices to 
overproduct ion. Therefore they combined and formed trusts to 
restrict production and keep up prices. 

But the sole argument which the advocates of the gold standard 
have offered to appease the producer of farm products for the lower 
prices which he must take for the results of his labor, and to the 
workingman for the enforced acceptance of lower wages. has been 
the increased purchasing power of whattheycall ''honest money," 
whereby $1 now will buy as mucl:i of most articles of general 
consumption as $2 would have done twenty years ago. 

The effect of the successful operations of trusts is to compel 
higher prices to be paid for the finished product, or for transpor
tation, while they do not check the decline in the value of raw 
material nor in the rates of wages, nor do the1r managers wish to 
do so. 

I do not desire to be understood as charging that the trusts are 
able to withstand the gent"ral fall of prices. The ability of the 
consumer to pay fixes the limit beyond which prices can not be 
forced, and that is the only limit upon the powers of a trust to 

. 
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regulate prices when the combination of domestic producers is so 
perfect as to defy competition at home and the tariff duty upon 
the imported articles excludes the comJ>etition in our markets of 
foreign producers. 

Therefore the people of the United States are robbed by the 
trusts of the only advantage, if it can be called an advantage, 
which the advocates of the gold standard offer as a reason for the 
perpetuation of that standard. 

Certainly, Mr. President, no consistent advocate of the. gold 
standard ca.n refuse to give his vote in support of a measure like 
my amendment, which is intended to destroy the monopolies held 
by the trusts in order to let the people get the ad vantage, through 
competition, unhampered by tariff duties, of the lower prices for 
all that they must purchase, which would naturally follow the 
maintenance of the ''existing gold standard." 

I insist that so long as the gold standard prevails the legi lation 
of this Congress ought to be such as to give to the people who are 
the consumers of manufactured articles, who pay the freight on 
the railroads, all the advantage which would natumlly come to 
them thl·ough the legislation of this and other countlies which in
creased the purchasing power of gold, and that this Congress 
ought not to permit the passage of any tariff legislation for the 
protection of American manufactm·ers without taking good care 
that no benefit whatever shall accrue to trusts from E~uch legisla
tion, whether the trusts are now in existence or may be organized 
in the future. 

OlJJEOTION TO 'l'RUSTS FOUNDED ON IdlASON. 

Mr. President, the objections to trusts are not fanciful, neither 
a1'8 they prompted by anim·osity to wealth or wealthy men. They 
rest upon public principles which are inherent and fundamental 
to our civilization. At common law bonds and contracts in re
straint of tmde are void. 

In the time of Henry V the judge declared, when such a contract 
was presented and proven before him, that if the guilty party were 
present he should go to prison. In 1811 Judge Sedgwick said that 
bonds to restrain trade in general are bad, as prejudicial to traue 
and honest industry. (8 Mass., 283). The common law from the 
first forbade agreements to restrict the n:eedom of trade, and has 
been universal in its application and in accordance with the spirit 
of our institutions. 

The supreme court of Pennsylvania, as early as 1832, in declar
ing the illegality of an agreement between five coal-mining oom
panie to fix the amount of each one's product, to bring the price 
and sales under the control of the combination (Judge Agnew) 
said such a combination is more than a contract; it is an offense, 
and that where the public is subject to the power of confederates 
a combination is criminal. (6 Pa. State, 173.) 

In New York, where the owners of canal boats bad combined to 
divide profits and control rates, the court held such a combination 
to be illegal and void. (5 Denio, 434; 4 Denio, 349.) The princi
ple of the common law was laid down in England four hundred 
and sixty years ago that-

A monopoly has three incidents mischievous to the public; 1, the rise of 
the price; 2, the commodity will not be as good; 3, the impoverishing of poor 
~rtiticers and all those not partie~> to the combination. 

It has been remarked frequently in my presence during the laei.i 
few days that there we1·e no trusts; that corporations existed, but 
thafnotrustsexisted. Under my amendment, in which I undertake 
to define trusts, any combination to limit production or increase 
prices is a trust, and thenlfore subject to the penalties prescribed 
in the amendment. But I think, perhaps, Mr. President, it b 
well to give the history of some of these combinations of capital, 
some of these corporations which control prices and limit produc
tion, in order that we may best determine whether such combina
tions actually exist. 

SUGAR TRUST. 

Prior to August, 1887, there was life and free competition in all 
branches of the sugar trade. The producers of raw sugars all 
over the world sought in the ports of the United States a mark~t 
in which numerous strong buyers were always ready to take the1r 
offerings at a price varying with the supply and demand. The 
duty collected by the United States upon impo1·ted ~ugar was spe
cific, so many cents per pound, according to the color and saccha
l"ine contents of the goods. The seller knew what the duty was, 
and that it could not be changed by any collusion with the buyer 
in regard to the price. The buyer knew what the sugar was 
worth for his purposes, and how to refine it for the home con
sumption or to sell it for use unrefined, as the case might be. 

There was tbe same healthy competition among the sugar refiners 
as among the producers and importe1·s of raw sugar. This was 
manifested by constant efforts to improve the product and to lessen 
the cost of refining by the introduction of better processes. 

The distribution of the raw and refined sugar to the consumer 
through the usual trade channels from the importers and the re-
1iner by way of the jobber, the wholesale grocer, and the retail 
grocer to the family was also untrammeled. Each bought where 

he could purchase to the best advantage and sold upon terms 
agreed upon between him and the buyer, and not dictated by any 
third party. 

In short, Mr. President, the sugar business was subject to the 
laws of trade as understood and expounded by the best school of 
political economists. 

But in 1887 the enormous profits amassed by the Standard Oil 
Trust suggeBted to a few of the leading refiners the possibility of 
controlling the sugar trade in the same way. It was then claimed 
for the first time that the individual refine1"ies through competi
tion were unable to make sufficient money to continue in business. 

This seems a little strange in view of the fact that most of the 
refiners who had the misfortune to die or had r etired from busi
ne s before that time are known to have left or still posses many 
millions. These millions, however, no doubt seemed insignificant 
in comparison to the potentialities of wealth offered by the adop
tion of trust methods. 

So the sugar trust was formed in the fall of 1887 by a combina
tion on the plan of the oil trust, between a number of corpora
tions, some of which were formed out of existing uninc01·porated 
firm.<~ for the express purpose of entering the trust, which was 
called the Sugar Refineries Company. 

The fi1·ms or corporations that composed it at that time were: 
1. The Brooklyn Sugar Refining Company. New York. · 
2. The Decastro & Donner Sugar Refining Company, New 

York. 
3. The Dick & Meyer Company, New York. 
4. The Haverneyer Sugar Refining Company, New York. 
5. The H~vemeyer & Elder Sugar Refining Company, New 

York. 
6. The F. 0. Matthiessen & Wiecbers Sugar Refining Com-

pany, New York. 
7. The Moller, Sierck & Co. Sugar Refinery, New York. 
8. The North River Sugar Refinery, New York. 
9. The Fulton Sugar Refining Company. New York. 
10. The Knickerbocker Refining Company, New York. 
11. The Havemeyer, Eastwick & Co. Sugar Refining Company, 

New York. 
12. The Bay State Sugar Refinery, Boston. 
13. The Boston Sugar Refinery, Boston. 
14. The Continental Suga,r Refinery, Boston. 
15. The Standard Sugar Refinery, Boston. 
16. The De Forrest Sugar Refinery, Portland, Me. 
17. The Planters' Sugar Refinery, New Orleans. 
18. The Louisiana Sugar Refinery, New Orleans. 
19. The Belcher·s Sugar Refinery, St. Louis. 
20. The Amel-i can Sugar Refinery, San Francisco. ~ 
And a year or two later, 
21. The Baltimore Sugar Refining Company, Baltimore, 

\Yas absorbed. 
One of the first acts of the new trust was to close up the North 

Ri'Ver Sugar Refinery. This led to an action by the attorney
general of New York in behalf of the people for the forfeiture of 
the charter of the company, at the end of which the court of ap
peals declared the trust illegal, and the charter of theN ortb River 
Company was forfeited. 'fhe trust was thereby compelled to 
abandon its organization and reorganize under the laws of New 
J ersey as the Amei·ican Sugar Refining Company. a single cor
poration, in which were combined all the parties to the original 
trust. 

What the value or the valuation was of the properties and plants 
which were thus united under one management it is impossible to 
say, but it did exceed SlO,OUO,OOO. The capitalization of the whole 
was $50:000,000, which thus contained 840,000.000 of stock for 
which no consideration was paid. This was divided into common 
and preferred stock, one-half of each. The commou stock was .to 
pay quarterly dividends, which have never been less than 3 per 
cent, or 12 per cent per annum. The preferred shares are ~uaran
teed to pay 7 per cent per annum, and this interest or dividend 
must be paid before the common shares are entitled to any distri
bution of the profits. 

The properties which have since been acquired by the trust are 
the Spreckels Sugar Refining Company, the Franhlin Refining 
Company, and the E. C. Knight & Co. Sugar Refinery of Phila
delphia. and the California Sugar Refinery, of San Francisco. 

Another refinery, built about a year ago at Camden, N.J., was 
bought up and never opened. It was rumored that the trust 
had bought the property. These new properties cost the trust 
$10,895,000 in stock. 

The caDital was now raised to $75,000,000, also one-half common 
and one-half preferred shares. The common has never paid less 
than 12 per cent per annum, and on one occasion-! believe it was 
in 1893-an extra dividend of 10 per cent was distributed. The 
prefened have always paid the guaranteed 7 per cent, besides the 
interest on ten millions of bonds. 

All the above refineries are now owned by the trust, at least I 
know of none having been disposed of. One has been turned into 
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a coffee-roa3ting establishment, to run in competition to the Ar
buckle Bros., who have begun the building of a sugar refinery. 
Quite a number have been kept closed since the trust was formed. 
'those now in operation are: • 

At Philadelphia, the Franklin Sugar Refining Company, the 
E. C. Knight & Oo. Refinery, and the Spreckels Sugar Refining 

· Company have been combined. 
At New York, the Havemeyers & Elder Sugar Refining Com

pany and the Brooklyn Sugar Refining Company have been com
pined; and the F. 0. :Matthiessen &Wieche;rsSugar Refinery and 
the Havemeyer Sugar Refining Company have been combined, 
and if needed, the Decastro & Donner Sugar Refinery is opened. 

At Boston, the Standard Sugar Refinery and the Boston Sugar 
Refinery have been combined. 

At San Francisco, the American Sugar Refinery and the Cali
fornia Sugar Refinery. 

Further, one or both refineries at New Orleans part of the year. 
All the rest are closed. 

The average product of the trust refineries is 30,000 ban-els per 
day. Allowing 300 working days in the year, this would mean 
that they are melting up something like 1,400,000 tonsofraw sugar 
per annum, or, say, 70per cent of thetotaleonsumptionof~,OOO,OOO 
tons. The remainder of 600,000 tons is used by the independent 
refiners, including part of the Louisiana cane crop which is con
sumed without refining, and the refineries using beet sugar, etc., 
grown in this country. 

There are now only four independent refineries in operation, 
and two are now being built at Brooklyn, one by Messrs. Arbuckle 
Bros, the other by Mr. Claus Doscher, who was formerly con
nected with the Brooklyn Sugar Refining Company. The four 
independent refineries now in operation are the following: The 
Mollenhauer Sugar Refinerv and the National Sugar Refinery, 
New York; the .Revere Sugar Refinery (Nash, Spaulding & Co., 
owners), Boston, and theW. I. McCahan Sugar Refinery, Phila-
delphia. Their combined product, I believe, is about 450,000 tons 
per annum. 

The trust takes about 80 per cent of the Louisiana crop, mostly 
for theN ew Orleans refineries, and in order to get the sugars cheap 
they generally reduce their own prices all round as soon as the 
crop comes to ·market. 

The Hawaiian sugars are bought under contracts with the pro
ducers, who are thereby enabled to absorb a good proportion of 
the duty saved. The terms have varied, but I think the present 
arrangement is that the trust pay the New York value of centrif
ugals 96 degrees test on day of arrival of any cargo at San Fran
cisco or any other United States port, less one-fourth cent per 
pound . . 

sugar does not go to the refinery at all. All the sugar is ready 
for market when it leaves the mill. Therefore, to stimulate the 
production of beet sugar in this country means the destruction 
of the refiners now operating; it means the absolute destruction 
of their property. The day that beet sugar supplies the American 
market. the property of the refiners, whose refineries are located 
allalongthecoa t, will be absolutely worthless. That will happen 
when the A.me1·ican farmer prDduces beets enough to supply the 
American market . 

Therefore the trust is interested ·in anything and everything 
which will pre-vent the growth of the beet-sugar indus try in this 
country. How a duty in the special interest of a lot of gamblers 
in New York can be consb·ued into stimulat ing the beet-sugar 
industry of this country is beyond the range of my imagination. 
Neither will that argument be of any value to obtain for the Re
publican party the votes of the people Qf the West. They are 
going to know the facts in regard to this bill; they are going to 
know whether what we charged in the last campaign was true or 
not, that the Republican party has ceased to stand for anything 
but the gold standard and the trusts. ' 

As a rule, we ha-ve alway-s received about 80 per cent of the 
Cuban crops each year, which yielded a total of 1,000,000 tons and 
over, but, owing to the insurrection, only about 200,000 to 250,000 
tons have been _ made during the last two years. For 1896 our 
sources of supply have been as follows: 

Cuba ..........•••. ------ -- ~-------.-----------.--- .......... -----------·--
Puerto Rico.----- -------------- --- __ ...• ----------------·------- .... ----
St. Croix ....... ---- . ..• ___ . ____ ..... __ --- .... ____ .. __ .. __ .... ___ ----- ...• 
Trinidad ___________ _____ ---- ---· ---·- --- ------------------ ... -------- ·---

~;fi£1stn~ ~:fi~Jt~s~~-~~-==~======== == ::::::=::::: ::::::::: = :::::::::: 

~;{rl:~~~-= === = ======-==== == ======= ==== == ========= ===== ======== ==== = ====: Europe . -- --- __ .. ---- ___ . ---- ...• ------ ---- - -- - - --··- ------ --------------

filr~~~ ~:: ~ = =~~ ~ ~ :: ~ ~ ~ =:: ~=~ = = =::: = = = =: ~ = = = = = ~ ~==== = ::: = = = ==== = ==== ==: Philippine Islands------ ____ .- ------------ ____ ...... ------ ____ .---------
Sandwich Islands _________ ---·---------·-·------------ ____ --·----------
Brazil ____ . . _____ . --·--- ______ ·---- · ___ ... _ ..... _ ----·- ____ -------- ---·. 
Argentine R-epublic __ .......... ----·- ...... --·--- --- -------------------

Tons. 
2;;"1.,522 
2!:1,841 
3,571 

23, 449 
41:!,99 
84;, 5:t7 
66, 973 
5,951 

*52a 232 
u: 1ua 

312,592 
18, 181 
61,382 

t41i, 185 
68, 519 
12,867 

Tota.lfourAtlant icports (NewYork,Philadelphla,Boston,and __ _ 
Baltimore~ _________ __________ ... ______________ .. ______ ------ ---- 1,599,484 

Total Pacific ports (San Francisco), nearly all from Sandwich 
Islands ____________ -------- ________ ____________ --·- ____ ____ . ----- tl57, 981 

Total imports of foreign, including Hawaiian·-------·-·------- 1, 757,!!65 
The 2,000,000 tons of sugar now used in the United States per 

_year are drawn from the following sources: 
About 1,550,000 tons come from forejgn countries. 
About 200,000 tons c<Jme from Hawaiian Islands. 
About 250,000 tons are produced in this country-in Louisi

ana and Texas from cane, say about 200,000 
tons; the remainder, 50,000 tons, from beet, 
maple, and sorghum. 

Say 2,000,000 tons. 

Mr. President, in this connection there is certainly a very inter
esting state of affaii·s. It appears that the sugar trust has bought 
the Hawaiian sugar, paying for it at the New Y<>rk price, less one
fourth of a cent a pound; in other words, the duty which would 
have been levied upon Hawaiian sugar has been divided betwe.en 
the producers and the sugar trust. The contract between the 
Hawaiian sugar producers and the sugar trust expires within a 
few weeks, and the trust is trying to force the producers to give I wish to call attention to this fact, Mr. President, that all the 
them a larger share of the duty. They are not satisfied with one- Hawaiian snga1· was not received at the port of San Francisco. 
fourth of a cent a pound, which amounted last year to $1,200,000, On the contrary, 49,000 tons of Hawaiian sugar w ent to the port 
but they want more of the plunder. of New York and were admitted there free of duty, the sa-x:p.e as 

It is very significant in this connection, Mr. President, that the that which was admitted at San Fra!lcisco. · 
committee of this body struck out the House provision continuing Two million tons, 1\Ir. President, are 4,480,000,000 pounds. Es· 
the Hawaiian treaty. It looks as though the intended purpose timating the population of the United States at 76,250,000, the 
was to help the sugar trust and compel a greater division of the averageaunualconsumptionof~achindividual-man, woman, and 
spoils. We can judge whethe1· this is so or not when the commit- child, of all races-is 62 poundS, and 70 per cent of this, or 43 
tee bring in their provision to reinstate the treaty, and we can pounds, is supplied by the trustJ 
clearly, it seems to me, reasoning from c-ause to effect, see that Practically the entire sugar trade of the United States is subject 
the job has been consummated and that the producers have surren- to the dictatorship of the trust. The indepanden t refiners follow 
dered. It seems to me the Republican party is serving a curious the trust quotations and place their product in the same way . . In 
purpose when it permits itself to be used in this manner. buying raw sugars they are believed to have an understanding. 

It is said the trust is opposed to the continuation of the remis- At. any rate, no signs of competition are visible. Tbere are enough 
sion of duties to the Hawaiian sugar planters, and that has been buyers disg runtled with the trust to keep up the independent 
used as an argument why the treaty should be continued. Mr. refiners, and the latter .are glad to be let alone by the trust so long 
President, from the very moment the trust succeeds in getting as the trust is graciously disposed, as at present, to let them live 
the planters to divide the great bonus we give them by remitting upon the crumbs which fall from its table. 
duties, we shall find the sugar trust as ardent and as patriotic as How THE suGAR TRUST coNDUCTs nusn.TEss. 
the most enthusiastic jingoist from Massachusetts in favor of Let us consider the manner in which the business of the sugar 
continuJJ:tg the treaty. . . . . . trust is conducted. From the date of its organization in 1887, in-

A portion-of the beet sugar produ?ed m Califorma. as well as m eluding as it did all the leading r-e-fineries the trust controlled the 
Nebra-ska and other Western States 18 refined on the spot and goes trad f h u · ed s R ' h w 
into consumption. The rest is absorbed in the tru.st refineries, sugar eo t e mt tates. eeognizingthisfact, t e hole-

sale Grocers' Association of New York requested to be informed 
mostly in San Francisco. by daily quotations from the trust of the price of sugar, and oth-

I was a little surprised the other day to hear the Senator from erwise how to manage their business. The trust complied and 
Massachusetts [Mr. HOAR] urge as a reason why the duty should began at once to issue daily quotations of the price at which .all 
be increased upon refined sugar that it would stimulate the pro- grades of sugar manufactured by it should be sold by the whole
dnction of sugar in this country. lt seemed to me to sound like sale grocers and jobbers, the profit of these to depend upon cer
the same old argument which has been used to carry through almost tain discounts and draw backs allowed by the trust, but only paid 
every scheme to enrich a few people at the expense of the many. 

Beet sugar is refined by the factories which produce it. The • Nearly all boot. t Duty free. 

··-
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at the end of three months upon the affidavit of the wholesale gro
cers and jobbers that the trust prices had been strictly adhered to. 

At first, before the grocery merchants generally had become 
accustomed to submit to trust methods, the trust used to inflict 
severe punishment upon those who did not comply with its rules 
by refusing to supply them with goods, and it still continues to 
remind the trade of its power by occasionally summoning a mer
chant to its office to answer to the charge of selling below the 
established quotations. There was a time, also, when it was not 
possible for a merchant who handled the product of any of the 
independent refiners to obtain sugar from the trust, but it is said 
to be more lenient in this respect now. 

About a year ago, in order to avoid the charge of discriminat ion 
in sales, the trust determined not to sell their goods to anyone. 
They then estalJlished a system of factors, to whom all sugar for 
the trade is consigned to be sold for account of the trust, upon a 
commission of three-sixteenths of a cent per pound, to be paid 
upon affidavit at the end of three months from the date of each 
consignment that the trust prices as established aily have been 
adhered to in selling. There are also certain commissions allowed 
upon like terms. By this system of factors the managers of the 
trust also secure themselves against loss. If a wholesale dealer in 
groceries, sugars, tea,s, and coffees who is a factor of the trust 
fails. the sugar trust takes possession of the sugar which he has 
on hand. and also receives from the assignee of the failing dealer 
all collections for sugar sold by him. 

One exception is made by the sugar trust to the policy of mak
ing no sales to anyone, and that is in favor of manufacturers, 
such as bakers, eonfectioners, packers and preservers of fruit, 
etc. Sales of sugar are made to such persons upon an agreement 
that the sugar is not to be sotd except in the form of confections, 
candy, cake, pies, preserves, etc. It is a fact that a manufacturer 
of candy or a canner of fruit must sign a written agreement that 
h~ will not buy sugar of anyone but the trust, and that he will 
not sell or dispose of the sugar except in a manufactured form in 
connect:on with his own product, and if he will not sign such an 
agreement, then the trust will furnish him no sugar whatever. 

A factor or manufacturer who did not comply with the agree
ment as to prices and sales would be refused further consignments 
or supplies, and woulu thus be compelled to gq out of business. 
Agents of the trust are continually on the watch to detect appar
ent vio!ationsof the agreement, and me1·chants and manufacturers 
are subject to frequent annoyance growing out of false and mali
cious reports of the trust spies. 

The trust does not now attempt to control the retail trade, which 
can only purchase from the factor. Having made sure that the 
retail grocer pays the trust price for his goods, he may sell sugar 
to the consumer at any price he pleases. . 

The methods of the sugar trust can be best illustrated by the 
evidence taken before the Lexow committee in New York last 
winter. I shall not read this testimony, but I ask to have it in
serted in my remarks. I will say, however, that Francis H. Kren
ning, of St. Louis, a wholesale grocer, refused to sign the agree
m ent which the trust Jlresented to him, and thereupon they 
refused to sell him sugar upon any terms. He then applied to the 
four independent refiners of this country to secure. sugar for his 
customers. 

They also refused to sell him a single pound of sugar under any 
circumstances, showing that after all the trust reaches every refin
ery in this conn try, and that t.he combination is absolute and com
plete. He was therefore compelled to import sugar. But he says 
that if the duty on refined sugar is increased above the present 
rate under the Wilson Act, he will be compelled to cease import
ing; that it will be impossible to do it, and he will be forced out 
of the sugar trade, in fact. / 

DEFIED THE SUGAR TRUST. 
Francis H . Krenning, a St. Louis wholeS&le · grocer, gave some clear-cut 

testimony in regard to the methods of the sugar trust in controlling middle
men and the absence of any real competition b y the so-called" independent" 
sugar refl.n~ries. Mr. Krenning said that, desiring to maintain his inde
pendence, he refused to sign the latest sugar factors' agreement, and was 
promptly turned adrift by the trust, which charged him mor e for sugar than 
even the retailers were r equired t o pay. 

He tried to get sugar from the brokers of the "competing" refineries, and 
they flatly refu~ed to sell him a pound. Nevertheless, he has managed to get 
along and make mone y by buying sugar of the small indep endent r efineries 
in Louisiana during the season and by importing uutch su~ar at other times. 
The trust has not yet succeeded in c losing him up, though 1t has placed spies 
unon him and attempted to cut off his source of supply. Mr. Krennin~ ex
pects to b e a.ule to keep on fight ing unle!"s the tariff on refined sugar is raiSed, 
m which case he would have to go out of business or agree to the trust's con
ditions. 

His·testimony, which was substantiated by telegrams from the trust and 
from the 'independen t " r efiners , was so t elling that Senator McCarren could 
not let it pa- !'1 unchallenged. Tho witness pro\' ed more tlli'l.n a match for him. 
He told h1m that Dutch sugar could be imported because the Dutch refiners 
were satisfied with a. small margin of profit. He demonstrated that sugar 
labor was paid the same h ere as in Holland, and when s~nator McCarren 
tried to disp1·ove by him the theory that wholesale grocers can not exist 
without the consent of the trust, he answered him by pointing out that he 
was only one out of 18,000, or the exception which proved the rule. 

The first witness in the afternoon was Francis H. Krenning, of St. Louis. 
Senator Lexow lost no time in getting down to business. 

Q. Have you as a jobber had transactions with the American Sugar R.efin-
ing Company? · 

A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you accept the factors' plan of agreement? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Is this the system of factors' agreement adopted in St. Louis [handing 

the wit ness a. document] ? 
A. Yes, sir. · 
"What happened when you did not accept the agreement?" asked Senator 

Lexow. 
"The American Sugar Refining Company notified its St. Louis broker that 

we were to pay 9 pomts mor e for sugar. We also lost the rebate, which 
made a total difference of Btl points, or $1.30 a. barrel." 

ATTEMPT TO CRUSH KRENNING. 
.Mr. Krenning here produced a copy of a telegram which h e said the Ameri

~an Su gar Refining Company sent the St . Louis broker on November 2'.!, l li95. 
It w as as follows: 

' ' H a ve no consignment of sugars to offer Krenning. 'Will sell Krenning at 
$455, direct shipment. " · 

"What price would that b e, including freight?" 
"It would give the factor $1.75 per barrel a dvantage over us." 
Mr. K renning also said that subsequen t to th is the Mollenhauer Sugar 

Company and the Howell National Sugar Company , both" independent,:• had 
declined to sell his firm sugar. He identified t he copy of a t el egr am which 
his fi rm had r ec.eived from t he H owell Compan y. It was as follows: 

"Howell declines to sell Krenning under any terms." 
"What is the effect of the factors' agreement?" 
"You can not do business without the factor~' agreement." 
"Are jobbers having the factors' agreement allowed to sell to you, not hav-

in?,W~ ~!~:.~rs' agreement ?'' 

Mr. :krennin~ said that because of his r efusal to sign the agreement his 
firm h ad expel'lenced cous1derable difficulty in . ecuring any sugar at all. 

Q. Do you know whether an attempt has been made to exclude the Louisi-
ana planters' sugar from competition? . 

A. Yes, sir; they attempted to exclude the Louisiana. planters' sugar the 
same as the imported sugar. 

Q. Are the factors allow d to sell the Louisiana sugar? 
lo:~i~o l: :ti i\h~Kd':;~~~£~!i~~~i~i;~i~~~elling it, but in 1897 they were al-

Q. (Senator Mc CARRIDl. ) Why did you refuse to become a factor? 
A. Bec.ause the factor system stifled compet it ion, and thac is not ri~ht. 
Mr. Krenning said that t he American Sugar Refiniug Comuany, dnrmg tbe 

grinding seaRon. in which the sugar crop ot the country is -being produced, 
lower ed the price of sugar in St. Louis by one-fourth of a cent a. p · und below 
the prir.e at which it is sold in the East, and t hat immediately af ter the g•rind
in~sea"'on caused the price of its product to be increased in St. L ouis. -

. (Senator McCARREN. ) Can you explain to the commit tee why foreign 
re n eries sell at a lesser price than the American Sugar Refining Company? 

A.. The foreign refiners are content with a smaller margin of profit than 
the American Sugar Refining Company. 

WATERLOO FOR. M'CARREN. 
Q. Is it not because labor is cheaper 6n the other side? 
A. No, cir; the average wages of laborers in the sugar business is about 

the same here a.s in Europe. 
In r ep ly to another question by Mr.l\IcCarren, the wituess·said his firm was 

se1ling more sugar than ever and that they were making greater efforts to 
sell. 

Q. (Senator McCARREN.) Have you ever found it difficult to supply your 
trade since October, 1895? ... . 

A. Sometimes. 
Q. An d y our profits have been as great as when you dealt with the Ameri· 

can Sugar Refining Company? 
A. About the same. 
Q. '.rhen why did you come here to testify? 
A. I w ant to show how that company has tried to prevent the importation 

of foreign sugar. 
Q. And you are a. living example of their failure to force wholesalers out 

of business? 
A . I am the exception that proves the rule. 
Mr. Krenning said that if the t..<t.riff on fore ign sugar was incre3"ed his firm 

would have to go out of business ot• else sign the factors' agreement. 
Q. (Senator McCARREN. ) Would yon be in faYorofpaying a. slight increase 

for the American product if labor would benefit by it? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Then why don't you do it in this instance ? 
A. V.e can' t get the American sugar without signing the agreement. 

The relation of the daily price of refined sugar fixed by the 
trust to the market price of raw sugar is illustrated by the trans
actions of one da.y in May of the present year. On that day the 
price of granulated sugar as fixed by. the trust was $4.56 per hun
dred pounds. Now the factor's trade allowance on this of three
sixteenths of a cent a pound is lSi cents, leaving the price to him 
$4.37±. From this is to be deducted in his favor the trade discount 
of 1 per cent, say 4i cents, leaving 84.32i. and from this a further 
discotmt of 1 per cent is made for cash, lea.ving the net prJce to the 
factor of refined, $4.28 ~ per hundred pounds. The price of raw 
centrifugals, 96 degrees test, duty paid, on that day was $3.31i per 
hundred pounds. 

The ditl'erence, or apparent profit, is 9'7:! cents; or if all the deci
mals had been carried out, as they would be in large transactions, 
say $97.29 on 10,000 pounds . . From this. of course, is to be de
ducted the cost of refining. This is estimated by m en who have 
grown up in the sugar trade as samplers and graders of sugar 
and have followed the cost of refining for years, from the time 
when it was 4 cents a pound and more down to the present time, 
to be now from 37t to 44 cents per 100 pounds. 

Taking the highest estimate, and both cover everything that 
enters into cost of refining, including labor, interest on capital, 
wear and tear of plant, and delivery of goods f . o. b ., the net profit 
is 853.29 on 10.000 pounds. 

The average pr oduct daily of the trust refineries is RO,OOO ban·els 
of 320 pounds each, or 9,600,000 pounds, upon which the profit thus 
estimated is $51,098.40. For three hundred working days in the 
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year it would be $15,329,520. The annual charge of 7 per cent 
upon $37,500,000 of preferred stock is "'2,625,000. The annual divi
dend of 12 per cent on $37,500,000 of common·stock is $4,500,0oq. 
Together they amount to $7,123,000, or less than one-half the eeti
mated net profit of the trust, for three hundred working days, of 
30,000 baiTels daily product of granulated sugar. 

In this connection, it is well to remark that the work of refining 
is done almost entirely by machinery; the number of men em
ployed is very small; they are required to work twelve hours a 
day, and during the summer the heat is intense. So to-day no 
Americ~m laborers are employed in the sugar refineries of this 
country. The work is done by Huns and Poles, who have largely 
been imported for that purpose, and the numbar is exceedingly 
small-five or six thomand men at the outside. Yet we hear 
so much about the protection of American labor, and under the 
provisions of this bill we actually make a present to the sugar 
trust of $10,000,000, not S2,000,000 of which will be paid to those 
laborers. 

The product is not all granulated sugar, and the relative quan
tity of hard and soft sugars made by the trust is a trade secret 
which is carefully kept. But the margin of profit on the soft 
sugars is greater than on the hard, because they are made from a 
cheaper grade of raw sugars and the process of refining is less 
expensive, so that the estimate of tne profits of the trust based on 
all granulated sugar is not too large. 

Moreover, the price of raw sugar in New York is subject to 
manipulation by the trust, as has been before alluded to in speak
ing of the purchase of the Louisiana crop. The price of raw sugar 
in New York is governed nominally by the prices quoted by cable 
for cane and beet sugars in London and Hamburg. But if the 
trust wanted to buy in New York, they might sell in London or 
Hamburg, so as to put down the price, and then buy in New York 
the next day. 

Similar tactics are helieved to be pursut>d in regard to the pur
chases of sugar abroad, and if the invoices of sugar imported by 
the trust a1·e made out at lower rates than actually paid, as has 
often happened in the case of merchandise imported by others, an 
explanation would be easy of the preference by the managers of 
the trust for an ad valorem duty instead of a specific duty of so 
much per pound. If the trust keeps out of the market for three 
or four weeks, the price of raw sugar goes down, because the other 
rE'finers can not take enough to keep the market up. 

In addition to the advantage which thus accrues to the sugar 
trust through an ad valorem duty upon the raw sugar, there is 
also in the Wilson tariff act. as well as in the bill now before the 
Senate, a differential duty upon refined sugar. This is estimated 
by the trade to be about 22 cents per 100 pounds under the Wilson 
tariff. The trade also est imate that the proposed differential in 
the bill now under discussion. as it passed the House, was 35 cents 
per-100 ponnds, and as originally r eported by the Senate Finance 
Committee it was 45 cents per 100 pounds. As now reported by 
the Republican caucus of the Senate. the differential duty in favor 
of the tru~t is 52 cents per 100 pounds. 

It is this differential duty which the amendment of which I 
gave notice on May 25, and which has been read to·day, under
takes to abolish, unless the sugar trust ceases to exist, or, in other 
words, changes its methods of business so far as they restrict and 
restrain trade. 

How much reHef this would afford to the trade is a matter tha.t 
can only be tested by experience. At present the quantity of re
fined sugar imported is quite ::;mall in comparison with the total 
consumption of this country. 

Foreign refined sugar is now sold in l imited quantities in New 
York, duty paid, at one-eighth to threE:'-sixteenths of a cent lower 
than the net price of American refined-that is, the daily trust 
price-less the trade allowance and discounts. But it is not so 
popular as the domestic refined, partly because of the manner in 
whjch it is put up in bags instead of barrels and partly because it 
doe~ not run so regular in thequali.tiesof color and grain, although 
the saccharine test of most of it is equal to that of the American 
product. 

can sell refined sugar at about the price of raw sugar, and if we 
·ere proiucing beets in sufficient quantities to make the sugar of 

this country, we would sell refined sugar at about the same price, 
for every modern factory is a refinery as well. 

DUTY IN FAVOR OF THE TRUST. 

So far I have only referred to the strictly revenue duty upon 
sugar. I come now to the consideration of the differential duty 
imposed for the protection of the refiners. 

The refiners of sugar, when they are not combined in a. trust, 
.are entitled to protection just as much as any other class of Amer
ican manufacturers. But this protection should, like the duty 
upon the raw or unrefined article, be specific and so stated that 
all can understand it. Upon this point the sentiment of the pub
lic is, I be:ieve, expressed in the following: 

"Put a round extra duty of one-eighth of a cent per pound on 
all refined sugars, and if that is not enough, make it one-fourth 
of a cent. If the protection is too high, matters will easily adjust 
themselves by the building of more refineries." 

I have no objection to whatever measure of protection to the 
sugar refiners may be satisfactory to a majority of tke Senate. 
If the amendment which I have proposed to the pending bill be 
adopted, the following provision will app~y to the sugar schedule 
as well as to others: 

Provided, That when a. duty is levied upon raw material or any article tha~ 
is improved by any proces.<~ after being imported, the duty on the raw ma.te
rjal or unrefined or unimproved article shall be collected as provided by thit 
act; but the differential or additional dut:v shall not be collected if the im
p--roved or refined product is found to be the subject of a. trust, as hereinbe
fore set forth. · 

THE TRUST HAS NOT REDUCED BUT INCREASED THE PRICE. 

I bave already given a description of the m anner in which the 
sugar trust conducts its business. Its methods are obnoxious to 
every free American citizen. But, Mr. President, the claim is 
made in behalf of the trust that it has cheapened the cost of sugar 
t0 the people. . 

I 'have therefore investigated the question, and find. on the con
trary, that the organization of the trust has raised the price of 
sugar: not that sugar has not gone down since the trust was organ
ized. for all things have gone down in value as measured in gold, 
btlt I contend that the price of r efined sugar compared with the 
price of raw sugar is higher to-da.y and has been every day since 
the ·trust was formed than it was before. In other words. the dif
ference is greater. I have prepared a table showing the price of 
raw cent rifugal sugar in New York in 1886 and each year sine~ 
U:p ·t-o 1e93, and the price of refined granulated sugar at the same 
place, and also the difference between the two. 

I find that in 1886 the difference between raw and refined sugar 
in "New York was 71 cents a hundred pounds. In 1887, the year 
the trust was organized, but previous to its going into operation, 
it was 64 cents a hundred. In 1b88, the year after the trust was 
organized, the difference between raw and refined sugar in New 
York ;vas$1.25 a hundred pounds. In Hl89 it was $1.32 a hundred 
pounds. In 1890 the McKinley bill was pending; we were going 
to put sugar on the free list, and the trust was anxious for a dif
ferential protection, and it reduced the price of re5.ned 8ugar so 
that 'the difference between raw anu refined was but 70 cent,s a. 
hundred pounds. 

In 1891, however, they raised it to 73 cents a hundred pounds, 
and in 1892 to $1.03 a hundred pounds, and in 1893 to $1.15 a hun
dred pounds; but again a tariff bill was pending, .the Wilson bil 
was under consideration, and they reduced the difference to 88 
cents a hundred pounds. In 1898 it was 91 cents per hundred 
pounds, and to-day there is 97-t cents difference on the hunfu·ed 
pounds between the pr-lce of raw and refined sugar as against 64 
cent-s when the trust was organized. Therefore we have b2tween 
?O and 35 cents more to pay for refined so gar than we would have 
to pay if the trust had never been organized. 
AtJe1·agep1·ices of sugar, raw cent?·ifu.gals, 96 degrees, a.nd granulated 1·efined, 

in New York, for the calendar years 1886 to 1896. 

Year. 

1886 * --------
1887*.··-----18H8* __ , _____ 

1~*·-------
1, 90*.·------
1891 t ·-·-- ----

Raw I Refined Differ- Raw Refined! Differ centrif· granu- ence. Year. centrif- granu- ence.-
ugal. lated. ugal. lated. 

Cents. Cents. Cents. 
5.52 6.23 0.11 
5.38 6.ll2 .6! 
5.93 7.18 1.25 
6.57 7.89 1.32 
5.57 6.27 . 70 
3. 9"2 4:.65 .73 

Cents. 
1892 ·~- ---··· 3.32 
1893t-- --·-- 3.69 
189-tt _____ ._ 3. 24 
1895* ·--·--- 3. 27 
hll.lo*·--···- 3.62 

Cents. 
4.3.') 
4-. 84. 
4-. 12 
4. 15 
4-.53 

Cents. 
1.03 
1. 15 

88 

:~ 

It is quite probable that the repeal of the differential duty, which 
amounts now to a little over one·fifth of a cent per pound, and 
was increased to nearly half a cent a pound by the Senate Finance 
Committee and by the Republican caucus to over half a cent, 
would not enlarge to any g reat e.:dent the importations of foreign 
refined sugar in oruinary times, but the chief value of the repeal 
would consist in the check which it would impose upon the arbi
trary increase of the price of refined sugar by the trust, for such 
an increase would be sure to cause foreign refined sugar to be sent *Duty paid t Free of duty. 
here in quantities sufficient to affect the market. Tl:reb~ figlires are taken from the Statistical Sugar Trade Jour 

The Sanator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH], in presenting nal of New York. They show that at no time since the trust was 
the bill to the Senate, stated that at times raw sugar and refined organized has the djfference between the cost of raw and refined 
sugar brought the same price in Germany. There is no doubt sugars been so small as in 1887, before the formation of the trust. 
that is true, from the fact that the modern German factories are In 1887 the average difference between the cost of raw centrifu
refineries as well, and they turn out nothing but refined sugar, gals and refined granulated was sixty-four one-hundredths of 1 
and the ~;:ost of refining is therefore practically saved. So they cent per pound. The next year the trust took advantage of 
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their mastery of the situation and advanced the price of · granu
lated one cent and a quarter a pound above the price of r!J,w sugar. 
In 1889 they gave the screw another twist and advanced the price 
to 1 cent and thirty-two one-hundredths of a cent above the price 
of raw sugar. • 

In 1890 a tariff bill was pending which put sugar on the free 
list, but in which the trust wanted the'protect.ion of a duty on re
fined, and so it reduced its margin of -profit to seventy one-hun
dredths of a cent a pound. This was only increased by tlll'ee one
hundredths of a "Cent in 1891~ but the margin was over a cent a 
pound in 1892 and 1893. The trust came down to eighty-eight 
one-hundredths of a cent a pound in 1894, while the Wilson bill 
was pending, and kept that rate, on an average, in 1895. Last year 
the difference was ninety-one one-hundredths of a cent, which is 
about the average of the past eleven years, or twenty-one one
hundredths more than in 1886, the year before the trust was organ
ized. The difference at present, as I have shown already, is a little 
over ninety-seven one-hundredths of a cent a pound. 

When the reduction in the cost of refining sugar since 1886 is 
taken into consideration, when we take into consideration the 
cheaper labor, cheaper material of every kind which can be had 
to-day than in 1886, this increase between the cost of raw and re
fined sugar shows how perfectly and how completely the trust 
have .been able to manipulate and control the market. 

Under these circumstances, owing to the fact that the trust 
charge practically all the difference they can possibly charge 
under whatever tariff we levy, it seems to me the conclusion must 
be that they can refine sugar as cheaply as anybody, and that any 
differential duty that we may place upon sugar is absolutely in 
the interest of the trust; and if we do it, we do it with our eyes 
open, intending to put that much in the pockets of the trust and 
take it out of the po5!kets of the people of this country. There 
ought to be no differential duty whatever in favor of refined sugar. 

Mr. Havemeyer testified before the House committee that he 
could refine sugar as cheaply in this country as it could be refined 
any place in the world. Therefore what reason is there-I would 
like. to know what reason the committee can give-why we should 
take out of the pockets of the people of this country this sum of 
money and put it into the pockets of men who, owing to this fact, 
have succeeded in staining the fair character of the Senate of the 
United States in the eyes of the people of this country? 

They came in 1890, and what occurred? The House of Repre
sentatives had placed a duty of four-tenths of a cent a pound on 
refined sugar, all oth~r sugar to be free. The bill came to this 
body. Everyone knows that 40 cents a hundr-ed is a sufficient 
duty upon refined sugar, for it costs only 40 cents to refine it. It 
is 100 per cent. Yet the Senate of the United States deliberately 
increased the amount to 50 cents a hundred, making the duty 
about 140 per cent upon the cost of refining. Of course a sugar 
scandal grew up. Mr. Havemeyer testified in 1894 that under the 
operation of the McKinley law the sugar trust made a profit in 
three years of $35,000,000 and he said so long as the .McKinley 
law continued upon the-statute books he proposed to take out of 
the people of this country that profit. 

Everybody understands how in 1894 the sugar trust was ·on· the 
ground and how close the fight was; but there was always enough 
to protect the trust. · If every Republican in this body at that 
time had voted to strike off the one-eighth differential duty in 
favor of the trust, it was well understood that the Wilson bill 
could not pass. 

SUGAR TRUST CO~TROLS THE SES.A.TE. 

It was well understood that unless the sugar trust had one
eighth of a cent differential duty in their favor on refined sugar 
they could beat the Wilson bill. .And yet so potential was the 
trust, so all-powerful was their combination, that of the Repub
licans most interested in the defeat of the Wilson bill and in the 
perpetuation of the protective-taTiff measure as framed by Repub
licans. enough were found to vote with the sugar trust to prevent 
striking off the eighth. In other words, the interest was so much 
greater in the sugar trust than in the general policy of protection 
that they flew to the rescue of the trust and abandoned tL.e prin
ciple of protection. 

When we come to a test vote now, it is very close, as it was the 
other day, but enough votes are secured always to protect the in
terests of the trust. It seems to me that unless the Republican 
party wants to go into the next campaign hampered by this .issue, 
unless it wants to have put upon it as a party, in a way it can not 
avoid, the issue that it exists simply that the gold standard may 
be perpetuated and that trusts may thrive, it must vote for the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. LINDSAY] 
striking off all differential duties whatever. ' 
· I should like to ask the Republicans from the Western States, 

who have no interest in sugar refiners and have no sugar refineries 
in their States, what they get out of being used for the purpose of 
perpetuating the interests of this monopoly? Do they want in the 
next campaign to confront their constituents upon this issue? 
Perhaps they can afford to sacrifice their political lives, but I 

doubt it. They certainly can not afford to sacrifice their con
sciences and their opinions. 

There is no doubt that the price of refined sugar is less now than 
it was when the trust was formed. At that time the duty on raw 
sugar was specific, based upon the saccharine strength, and aver
aged about 2 cents a pound. This duty was taken off by the Mc
Kinley tariff in 1890. Sugar remained free of duty until August 
28, 1894, but the difference between the price of raw and of refined 
was greater in 1892 and 1893 than at any time since 1886, except 
during the two years 1888 and 1889, immediately following the 
organization of the trust. Since the imposition of the Wilson 
tariff duty of 40 per cent ad valorem, the appru:ent difference be
tween the cost of raw sugar, duty paid, and that of refined is 
less than in the years referred to, but nearly 16 per cent greater 
than it was in 1886. 

So the reduction in the price of sugar to the consumer is not due 
to the operation of the trust, but to changes in tariff duties and a 
fall in the price of raw sugar, which has lowered the price of te
fined sugar all over the world, and makes it possible now for for
eign refined sugar to be sold in New York, duty paid, at a slightly 
lower cost than the net cash price of the product of the trust. 

All dealers in sugar have a feeling of dread in their dealings 
with this corporation that grates upon their American instincts. 
They know that they are but slaves of an iron-handed and steel
willed despotism, which has the power of commercial life and 
death, and is subject to no t·estraint but the will of its managers. 
They dare not openly complain of the conditions under which they 
are forced to do business for fear that they may be deprived of 
the opportunity of doing business at all. 

Since the sugar trust does not sell its product for general con
sumption, but appoints its own factors to sell its goods up~m com
mission, it may dismiss a factor at its own discretion, and that 
means simply ruin to a merchant who has ~rown up in the sugar 
trade from boy hood and knows no other busmess in which to make 
a living for himself and his family. 

MUST REWUITil OUR POLJTIC.A.L ECONOMY. 

Mr. President, the old treatis~s up-on political economy must all 
be destroyed and new text-books written for the instruction of the 
coming generation, no matter whether they are engaged in sell
ing manufactured sugar or any other manufactures, if the rule of 
trusts is to be perpetuated through the neglect of Congress to 
enact the legislation necessary for their suppression. We have 
been taught that the successful merchant buys in the cheapest 
market and sells in the dearest, that prices are at all times sub
ject to supply and demand, and that the wise man in business 
foresees the demand and provides the supply. 

But I have shown conclusively that these laws of trade are abso
lutely overthrown in the cases of the sugar trust, and it is so with 
every trust. I have taken the sugar trust, and have largely ex
posed its methods, as an illustration of the entire business policy 
when conducted under trust methods. 

Not only the merchants in the sugar trade and in every other 
trade controlled by a trust, but also the entire American people who 
are not participants in the profits of such illicit combinations are 
very impatient of trust domination. The.v do not listen with re
spect to the apostles of the new political economy who assure them 
that greater benefits acprue to the poor man under the modern 
system of trusts than under the old free competition in business 
which used to be called the life of trade. 

ANTHRACITE COAL TRUST. 

But, Mr. President, ..there at·e many other trusts. I intend to 
give briefly the history of some of the other trusts which exist in 
this country . . One of the greatest, most . oppressive, and most 
heartless trusts is the anthracite-coal trust, and as it is a fair sam
ple of many others, I wlll give a brief sketch of its methods. 

Here, again,i.t is asserted that no trust exists. It will be fair, 
therefore, to examine somewhat the methods of this organization. 
This trust has existed for years. Fifty years ago the courts of 
Pennsylvania declared that the anthracite coni producers could 
not combine lawfully; but to-day they are combined, and the rise 
in the price of coal in every hamlet in the United States upon a 
single day last year proves conclusively that a. combination exists. 

This trust has existed for years, but was reorganized at a meet
ing of the officers of the railroad companies engaged in the anthra
cite coal traffic held in New York City January 23, 1896. The 
various companies were represented as follows: Philadelphia and 
Reading, by Joseph S. Harris, president and receiver, and C. E. 
Henderson, general manager; Delaware, Lackawanna and West
ern, by Sam Sloan, president, and E. R. Holden, vice-president; 
Lehigh Valley, by E. P. Wilbur, president, W. H. Sayre, second 
vice-president, and H. S. Drinker, general counsel; Central of New 
Jersey, by J. Rogers Maxwell, president; Delaware and Hudson, 
by Robert M. Olyphant, president; Pennsylv:ania Railroad, by 
George B. Roberts, president, and W. H. Joyce, general freight 
agent; Pennsylvania Coal Company, by Samuel Thorne, president, 
and· Thomas Hodgson, sales agent; Erie, by E. B. Thomas, presi
dent, and H. B. Crandall, coal freight agent; New York, Ontario 
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and Western, by Thomas P. Fowler, president, and J. E. Childs, 
general manager; New York, Susquehanna and Western, by Amos 
Lawrence Hopkins, president, and F. P. Moore, coal agent: Dela
ware, Susquehanna and Schuylkill Railroad, by Alfred Walter, 
president. 

The trust is created by a combination of the railroads who 
handle the anthracite coal. In fact, the coal mines are controlled 
by the roads. 

At this meeting the claims of the Reading Company were ad
mitted to produce 21 per cent of the total output, and the percent
age which should be produced and brought to market by each of 
the other companies was agreed upon. The fact that Reading was 
undergoing reorganization at the hands of Mr. J. Pierpont Morgan, 
who was the manager of the notorious bond deals with President 
Cleveland in 1895 and 1896, by which it is proper incidentally to 
remark that as a sort of compliment to the Cleveland Administra
tion somebody got about 820,000,000, had much to do with induc
ing the other companies to accede to the demands of the Reading. 

It was said at the time that" the chief difficulty hitherto in 
handling the coal trade as a whole to advantage has been the 
attitude taken by the Reading Company, which has claimed that 
it was entitled to a greater proportion of the tonnage than it was 
securing, and in the last two years had been enforcing this claim 
by increased activity at its mines." The Reading Company owns 
88 per cent of the anthracite in the ground, and in the last six 
months of 1895 it produced more than 22 per cent of the total 
output. 

With R8ading reorganized and its stock heid in a voting trust 
named by Mr. J.P. Morgan, the other coal companies felt com
pelled to accede to whatever terms Mr. Morgan authorized Read
ing to propose, for they knew the power which he possessed and 
had seen some evidences of the relentless manner in which he ex
ercised this power when his wishes were disregarded. So the 
matter was settled by giving the Reading Company the tonnage 
which it demanded, while the distribution among the other com
panies of the remainder of the anthracite production was made 
upon the basis recommended by the Reading Company-that is, by 
J. Pierpont Morgan & Co. So Mr. Morgan decided finally exactly 
how much coal should be produced by each one of the companies, 
and then decided just what price the American people should pay 
for the coal. 

The anthracite-coal trust is not incorporated, and the distribu
tion of the business is fixed by the percentage arrangement of 
January 23, 1896. The quantity of coal to be produced each 
month is agreed upon by the parties to the arrangement, and the 
prices of the different grades of coal are fixed by a circular issued 
every month to the trade. The control of the anthracite trade 
by the trust is absolute, but that trade is subject to competition 
by soft coal, gas, and electricity, so that the trust is under some 
restraint as to prices. Nevertheless, the statistics of the trade 
gathered by Mr. Rothwell, of the 1\Iining .Journal, show that the 
value of anthracite produced in 1896 was an increase of $7,855,000, 
although the number of tons mined in 1896 was considerably less 
than in 1895. The division of the business is substantially as 
follows: 

Per cent. 
Philadelphia and Reading Railro:.1.d ...... -----------------.---------------- 21.36 
Lehigh Valley Railroad ...... __ ---------------------------------·----------- 16.72 
Delaware. Lackawanna and Western Railroad--------------------------- 13.2'J 
Central Railroad of New Jersey _______________ ---------------------------· 11.97 
Pennsylvania Railroad ...... ____ ------------------------------------------- 9. 77 
Delaware and Hudson Canal Comp..·my --------------------------------- ____ 9.29 
Pennsylvania Coal Company ____ ------.------.-~----------------_----......... 4.4J 
Delaware, Susquehanna. and Rchuylkill Rail10ad. ---------------- ____ ____ 3. 79 
Erie Railroad ___________ ----- _______ ----- ___ ... ------ ________ --------------- 3. 65 
New York, Ontario and Western Railway ________________________________ 2.97 
New York, Susquehanna and Western Railroad __________________________ 2.82 

It is estimated by the managers of the trust that the production 
for the current year will be about 40,000,000 tons, which is 6,545,000 
tons less than in 1895, the yearbeforethetTust was reorganized. It 
is also positively assumed that there will be no reduction in prices, 
but rather an advance,'=- if the people will stand it. 

It appears from the evidence taken before the Lexow commit
tee last winter that the price of anthracite coal was increased $1 
per ton in 1896, and as the production was 40,000,000 tons, the 
profits must have been ~40,000,000. 

I will give an extract of the testimony taken before the Lexow 
committee which covers this point and shows that these people 
met together and agreed to raise the price of coal first 25 cents a 
ton. That worked so well that shortly afterwards they raised it 
25 cents more, and then raised it m01·e, in each case on the same 
day throughout the United States. It applied even to coal in the 
hands of retail dealers. 

President D'E. B. Thomas, of the Erie Railroad, was sworn. He said he was 
present at the c0nference held by the presidents of the >arions coal caniers 
and that the Erie Railroad received a 4 per cent allotment of the coal to be 
carried. 

Then Senator Lexow read the following allotments: Philadelphia and Read-
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ing,20.50percenti,.....Lehigh Valley,l!i.65; NewJerseyCentral,11.70; Delaware, 
Lackawanna and western,13.35; Delaware and Hudson, 9.60; Pennsylvania, 
11.40; Pennsylvania. Coal Company, 4; Erie Railroad, 4; New York, Ontario 
and Western, 3.10; Delaware, Susquehanna and Schuylkill, 3.50, and New 
York. Susquehanna and Western, 3.20 per cent. Mr. Roberts said he thought 
these fi~es were correct. 

Q. D1d your company live np to the agreement? 
. ~. Not entirely. 

Q. Is it not a fact that the coal sales agents hold meetings at No. 1 Broad
way to fix the price of coal? 

A. I don't know. 
Mr. Roberts admitted that the restriction of output natu.ra.llv increased 

the demand for coal. bnt said that the amount of coal to be produced was 
never ~<fussed at any meeting he had attended. 

TO RA.ISE PRICES A...~ RESTRICT OUTPUT. 

Q. Was not the object of the conference to get a. fail' price for coal? 
A. That was one of its objects. In 1895 the output exceeded the demand 

and there was a glut of coal on the market. We wanted to get a fair price in 
1896. 

Q. Can you give us the prices that rnled from February, 1896, until now? 
A. The agents can. 
Q. Do you remember that a month after the conference the price went up 

25 cents a ton, and that the next month it went up another 25 cents? • 
A. I don't know. 
Q. Is it not a fact that the price of coal has increased a dollar a ton since 

the conference. 
A. I don't know; the agents can give yon the figures. 
Q. Was it not a fact that the output was limited to 40.000,000? 
A. No agreement was made t.o limit the on tpnt. I will give you the figures 

since 1891. In that year the outpntwas 40,000,000tons; in 1892it wns42.000,000; 
in 1 93 it was 43,000,000; in 1894 it was 41,000,000; in 1895 it was 46,000,000, and in 
1896 it was 43,000,000. • 

The price of anthracite coal, Mr. Roberts said, had fallen somewhat, owing 
to the nse of oils and gas. Now, he said that the conference agreement ter· 
minated February 1 of this year. The witness created so'ne surprise by an
nouncing that he did not know the price of coal now. 

F. H. Gibbons, treasurer of the Delaware, Lackawanna and Western Rail
road Company, was then called and gave it as his impression that the price of 
coal was increased 30 or 4D cents a ton in 1896. 

R. H. Williams, sales agent for the Erie Railroad Company, was then called. 
He admitted it was customary for the agents to hold" informal talks" monthly 
about coal. He also said that it was customary to discuss the possible ontpn t 
for each month, and the allotments were based on those estimates. 

Q. Why was it that the price of coal was increased after the presidents' 
conference? 

A. Because the price was so low in 1895 that there was no money in the 
mining business. . 

Q. You believe you had the right to meet and agree npon a fair price for 
your property? 

A. Yes, sir. 
KITING THE PRICES. 

Q. Yon fix the price for coal? 
A. We try to do it, bnt we can not do it. Tho price of bituminous coal 

regulates the price of anthracite coal in New York. 
Q. \Vas the first advance in coal in 1896.the resnlt of the conference? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. When was the second increase? 
A. About May or Jnne. 
Q. That wu.s an increase also of 25 cents per ton? 
A. Yes sir. 
Q. And there was another increase of 25 cents on July 1? 
A. Yes,sir. 
Q. And on September 1 the price was still raised 25 cents? 
A. Yesiish·. 
Q. Sot at between February 1 and September 1, 1896, the price of coal WM 

increased $1 per ton? 
A. '.rhat is so. 
Q. And that S1 a ton increase was the result of the conference? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What does it cost to mine coal? 
A. From $1.60 to S1.80 a ton. 
Edwin R. Holton, vice-president of the Delaware, Lackawanna and West

ern Railroad Company, was then called. He said he had entire charge of the 
fixing of prices and sale of coal in his company. He denied that there had 
~~~I,l,Y conferences of sal~s agents, bnt there were occasional informal 

Charles W. Wisner, of Walden, N.Y., vice-president of the Stevens Coal 
Company, was next called. He testified that his company sold coal to the 
Lehigh Valley Railroad Company and that they got 60 per cent of what the 
product brought at" tide water." The other 40 per cent goes to the railroad 

coQ~Wh~t does it cost to produce a ton of coal at the mines? 
A. About SLSO for anthracite coal. 
Q. What does that sell for at tide-water prices? 
A. I think the tide-water prices are $!3.87 a ton for stove C9al. 

COAL CARRIERS' BIG PROFITS. 

Q. So that you won1dreceive$2.32foratonand thecarryingcompany$1.55? 
A. Yes, sir. 
The w1tneEs said when all expenses were cleared, the mine only made 12 

cents a ton profit. 
Q. Does your company fix the price to the consumer? 
A. No,sir. 
Q. That price is fixed by the carrying c.ompany? 
A. Yes, sh·: after we sign a contract with them. 
Q. If yon don't sign the contract, what happens? 
A. We would have to market our coal direct to the consumer. 
Q. Wonld that be feasible? 
A. No, sir. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE REPUBLICAN CORRUP·TION FUND. 

It was a fine thing to have a combination like this as a contrib
utor to the committee in the campaign, was it not? A raise of 
$1 a ton on 40,000,000 t-ons of anthracite coal would be 840,000,000. 
A rai e of 25 cents a ton would be 810,000,000. So they made a 
raise in September. The campaign was in full blast. They made 
another raise a little later. Four raises were made, or a raise of 
$1 a ton during 1896. 
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This combination must have been formed, I judge, in anticip~ 
tion of the campaign which was coming on. Who do you suppose 
was the recipient of these great contributions, if any were made? 
Certainly it was not those who supported Mr. Bryan. Twenty
five cents a ton would buy a gre:;~.t many marching capes in a cam
paign: it would pa.y the expenses for speakers and railroad fare 
and an legitimate items in a contest of great magnitude, and get 
all the voters out. Was this for the benefit of the candidate who 
was nominated "by the reform Democracy at Chicago? I hardly 
think so. · 

1 have here a document which will prove c.onc1usively, I think, 
that if any contribution was made, it was not made to the parties 
who supported William J. Bryan in the last contest, for Mr. Bryan, 
in one of his speeches (and the question of trusts was one of the 
issues of the campaign), said: 

I have been called an anarchist because I have opposed the trusts and syn
dicates which would manage this country. I am glad to have the oppositl.on 
of these men. I am glad that if I am elected there is not a trust or syndicate 
that can come tome and say," We put you there, now pay us back." 

Again he said in another speech: 
1\!r. Harrison was to debate the question of the survival of our institutions. 

I will tell him that the great trusts which are supporting. the Republican 
ticket are a !n'eater menace to our Government than anything else we have 
evflr had. The various t1·usts of this country, by their r epresentatives, are 
collecting tribute from the public, and when we protest against it they call 
us disturbers of the peace and anarchists. I am opposed to the trusts. As 
an Executive I shall use what power::: hn.ve to drive every trust out of exist
ence. 

ANSWERED DRY AN BY RAISING PRIOE OF COAL. 

I am glad to have supported that sort of a candidate, the man 
who bad the indomitable courage in that heated campaign to make 
that immortal declaration. It was followed by a 25-cent r::rise in 
coal. That was a very convenient thing. It is no wonder they 
had a surplus after the contest was over. It is no wonder that 
they had a surplus in the treasury to go out and manipulate legis-
1atures in order to make sure of this body. We heard it talked 
and whispered about this Chamber-no, not whispered, but talked 
on the streets, talked everywhel'e. It was a convenient thing . 

The argument that trusts reduce prices is thoroughly over
thrown (and I have taken some pains to go into this question be
cause it has been so earnestly urged) by the experience of the 
Standard Oil Company. I will publish as part of my remarks a 
statement showing the cost of t.ha cruue oil and the cost of refined 
oil, and the difference betwee"n the cost of crude and refined, from 
1870 to 1893. 

Price Price Differ- Price Price Differ-Year. crude refined Year. crude refined 
oil. oil. ence. oil. oil. encc. 

Cent&. Cents. Cents. Cents. Cents. Cent:;. 
1870.------ .• 9.19 20.35 17.16 1882. ____ ·-· 1.87 7.39 6.52 
1871 --------- 10.52 14.14 13.72 lS&'L ______ 2.52 8.02 5.50 
187~ -------·-- 9.43 23.59 1!.16 1884 ________ 1.99 8.15 6.16 
1873. ·--- ·--- 4.12 17.87 13.75 1885---·--·- 2.11 7.93 5.8t 
1874 ·-------- 2.81 12.98 10.17 11>81\. ____ ... 1.69 7.07 5.38 
1875 --------- 2.93 13.00 10.().! 1887 -·------ 1.59 G. 72 5.13 
1876 --------- 5.9'J 19.16 13.17 l &lS ____ ---- 2.08 7.49 5.41 
1877 -- ------· 5.68 15.44 9. 76 1!589 _______ . 2.24 7.11 4.87 
1~78 -------·- 2. 76 10.76 8.0\) 18911 ... _____ 2.06 7.30 5.2·! 
1879 --------- 2.().! 8.08 6.04 ll>9L .. _____ 1.1i7 6.85 5.18 m;o _________ 2.24 9.05 6.81 1892 ________ 1.32 6.07 4. 75 1&>1 _________ 2.30 8.01 5. 71 1893 ________ 1.50 5.22 4.72 

Bearing in mind that the Standard Oil trust was formally organ
ized in H!82, although in process of formation several years before 
that time, we observe that the average difference in price between 
crude and refined oil during the four years 1870-1873 was 14.697 
cents per gall<Jn, and during 1880-1883 was 5.885 cents, and during 
1890-1893 was 4.97 cents. 

The average difference during 1881, 1882, and 1883 was 5.577 
cents, and during 1891, 1892, and 1893 it was 5.55 cents. 

This establishes the fact that the fall in the charge for refining, 
which bad Leen very rapi.d prior to the formation of the trust, has 
almost disappeared since then. The Standard Oil Company, 
although more farsighted in forestalling public attack by some 
concessions in price than the sugar and some other tr.usts, has 
e-vidently intercepted many of the benefits which the progress in 
arts would inevitably have conferred upon the public under free 
competition: 

Before the Lexow trust committee, according to press reports, 
President Henry 0. Havemeyer thus testified: 

It goes without saying that a man who can control SO percent of the output 
can control the price if he chooses to exercise that power. 

Q. Then by controlling SO per cent of the output you really do control thE> 
price? 

A. Without a doubt. 
Q. The trust fixes the price for itseii, and when you fix it for yourselves 

you practically fix it for your competitors. don't you? 
A. That is undoubtedly and substantially the way it works. 

Mr. Arbuckle said that his competitors in coffee" usually adopt 
the scale of prices as fixed by us." 

Thanks to these methods, the Standard Oil Company in 1896 
made over 30 per cent on its capital of a little over SvO.OOO,OOO. 

In the formation of the sugar trust in 1887 it was stated that $6 
of stock was issued for every dollar actually invested. However, 
I think this statement is excessive. But that more than $3 of 
stock was issued for every dollar of value that was put into the 
combination there can be no possible doubt. 

OVERCAPITALIZATION BY TRUSTS. 

One of the great evils of the trust is overcapitalization. This 
deceives investors and the public as to the amount of its exorbitant 
charges and its rational basis for expecting a continuance of these 
profit.s. 

I think this overcapitalization was designed in their case for the 
purpose of deceiving the public as to the amount of their profit. 
Take, for instance, the sugar trust. Half of its profit was sufficient 
to pay 12 per cent on 831,500,000 common stock and 7 per cent on a 
like amount of preferred stock, and the interest on SlO,OOO,OOO. 

But if stock had been issued only for the amount actually in
vested, say $:20,000,000. which will cover every cent-$~5.00u,uOO 
at the outside-these dividends would have been more than three 
times as large, and would have attracted such attention that the 
Senate of the United States would not dare longer to continue to 
be the champion of this organization. 

Op. the question of overcapitalization I propose to read a portion 
of the report of the Lexow senate committee on trusts in New 
York last winter, as follows: 

Sufficient appears upon the record to justify the conclusion that of at least 
coordinate importance with the plan of industrial concentration 'vas the 
scheme of the issue of stock certificates of grE-atly inflaterl nominal values. 
That this was a purpose definitely formed and not merely incident to indus
trial development was substantially admitted by the spokesmen for at least 
two of the principal combinations of the five which were exam.ined. 

In one casE' corporate assets acquired by an officer of the combination for 
the sum of $350,(XX) were capitalized over night iu the new combination by the 
issue of certificates of a nominal value of twice that amount, Jess 15 per cent. 

Other corporations, organized for the distinct purpose of abi3orption by the 
combination on the basis of a stock issue of a nominal value ol' $::l~Jl}.000, were 
simultaneously recapitalized in the combination by an is~ue of n. nominal 
share value of about Sl4,(Y"~YlQ(l. Corporations representing in the a~zyegate 
share issues of less than $7,uw,OOO were recapitalized in the combination by a 
nominal share issue of ~.50,000,000, less arebare of 15 percent. In another case 
live assets were valued at about $5,000,000 and made the basis of an i~sue of 
about $25,000.000 of stock. the difference being made up in the assumed value 
of "good will," "brands," "trade-marks," etc. In another instance the 
live a ssets were capitalized in so-called debenture stock, while the common 
stock was issued upon the basis of computing the averag~ percentage of 
profits over a period of years and multiplying these by 16. 

The trusts, then. have adopted 16--to 1: that is, sixteen shares at 
$1 ench for every dollat they invest. Perhaps that is what they 
were contending against in the last campaign. I heard some of 
them talking. and I did not believe they understood the issue 
much better than to have taken that position. 

In ar:.other instance both common and preferrad stock were issue1 in bulk 
for the several properties acquired, studious care being exercised to conceal 
the details of payments for particular properties and to avoid the disclosure 
of the processes whereby values represented by stock issues were computed. 

The net result of each of these methods of capitalizatjon was that lar ge 
overissue of capital stock Wfi.S the important, if not the main, purpo;->e of 
consolidation. One of the witnesses, whose experience and intelligence were 
especially marked, when interrogated upon this question, stated that the 
stock issued represented the prospective earning capacity of the combina
tion; that is to say. its earning capacity considered from the view-point of all 
those advantages attributable to a perfected consolidation, the control of 
product, the ability t .-. fix its price, and the economy,so eloquentlv described 
by all the witnesses, flowing from concentration of production, m imagement, 
and dh;tri bution. 

It is worthy of note that while these properties were se-parately compe.t
ing with each other their stock issues were small and in a few hands, and 
that as soon as the combination was effected and the nominal values were 
inflated. the shares were listed on the Stock Exchange and distributed among 
the public. . 

Of course they would have distributed them among the public 
if they could get rid of them. They would be willing to take a 
part of the money acquired from their inflated capital to pay divi
dends for a while if they could get the public to take the stocks 
which were issued, three or four for one. It is no wonder that 
they were desirous of getting rid of them. It is no wondf>r that 
they might justly fear that legislation would affect their value 
when they were pursuing such a course of wholesale robbery of 
the people of the United States. 

In one Cl'~se properties controlled by not to exceed 100 owuers aud stock
holders became at once speculatively active. and their shares were distrib
uted in a short time among upward of 9.000 distinct stockholders; in another 
the holdings of not to excfled 35 people became subdivided among about 6,00) 
stockholders, while in a. third the properties of a few men were finally rep
resented by share certificates held by upward of 2.000 people. 

This has been pointed to a.s one of the beneficent results of large combina
tions. viz, the diffusion of ownership, whereby the control of a few has been 
subdivided among many. This argument would have some force were it not 
for the methods adopted in the capitalization of the properties before indi
cated. The diffusion of shares does not necessarily carry with it th9 control 
by many of the properties thus represented. Stockholders, satisfied with 
the profits they recetve, are willing to leave the original management. in per
manent control. Realization of dividends is the fathe1· of contentment, and 

-
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the supreme effort of management mt1st be directed toward maintainina 
earnings proportionate to the stoek issued. whether for live assets or fo'f 
properties closed, abandoned. or dismantled. · 
. All this tend<> to indicate that th£\ net profits of a corporation thus organ
iZed. ~ust be held a~ an abnormllll~ high figur~ in order to justify t he payment 
of dividends upon live, dead, and Inflated capital ; and that. correspondin~ly, 
labor on the one hand and the consumer on the other mnst relatively bear 
their prop?rtio~. And. this witttout ref~re_nce to the fact that the change 
from a striCtly mdustrlll.l pursmt toone mtrmately coupled with speculation 
in the certificates r epresenting that industry must naturally have some 
e~ect: and volume of proJuct, price, anfl all the incidents of a purely indus
tnal management must be affec~ed by the requirements of fluctuating va~ues 
on the e:cchauge. \Vba t shall oe purely indnstrhl becomes the tender of 
speculatJnn. and the law of supply and demand, instead of remaining the con-
tant re~ulator of output-and price, finds itself determined and disturbed by 

the exigencies of speculation. 

So it is, Mr. President, that instead of pursuing the even tenor 
?f our ''aY: as a p~ople ~nd as producers of wealth, the tendency 
1s to ~rgamze for mordin.ate, unusual speculative profits, and we 
there~ ore change our busmess m en from the plodding, honest jn
dustrjous pursuit of a trade or calling t o gam blers and speculators. 
This certainly must have an effect upon our industrial life. upon 
~ur character as a people, which is well worthy of consideration 
in this connection. 

I believe that one of the most important duties this Government 
has to solve to-day is the qu estion whether we shall drift until we 
become absolutely a nation of gamblers or speculators, or whether 
we shall make an effort to return to that industrial life ·which 
characterized the better and more v igorous days of the Republic. 

STATEMENTS OF TRUSTS. 

Mr. President, I propose to give a list of many of the trusts, of 
the amount of their capital, and the amount which the properties 
were worth which were incorporated into the trust, showing- the 
vast amount of pretended capital upon which the people of this 
country are compelled to pay interest. I have summarized it. 
First is the sugar trust. 

American Sugar Refining Company: Incorporated January 10, 
1891, under the laws of New Jersey, to t.ake overestimated assets 
and business of the companies represented by the certificates of the 
Sugar Refining Company, which was reorganized in June, 1890: 

Total_---------_-----------------_------------------------------- 75, ono ()('J() 
First-mortgage bonds, bearing interest at 6 '(:er cent-------------·- 10,000:000 

In January, 1892, an increase of $25,000,000wasvoted. half to be 
?Ommon and h~lf t? be preferr~d, ~he proceeds t? be used for buy
mg up other refinenes or for buildmgs. Accordmgly a controlling 
interest was purchased in March. 1892, in the stock of the E . C. 
Knjght Company, of Philadelphia, $800,000: of the Franklin Su o-ar 
Co~pa~y, of Pennsylvania, $3.000,000; of the Spreckels Sugar Re
finmg Company, of Pennsylvania, $3,000,000, and of the Delaware 
Sugar House, $96,000. . 

-.T~eS2:>,000,000 of additional stock is included in the S75,000,000. 
Div1dends of 7 per cent per annum have always been paid on the 
pr~f~rred, and 12 per cent per annum on the common stock. Sixty 
million dollar::; of that 875.000.000 of f:tock is water, and so is the 
$10.000,000 of bonds. The officers of the company h ave always 
refused to make a statement of their earnings. Since 1890 the 
company has paid in dividends $48,000.000. 

Directors-H. 0. Havemeyer, T. A. Havemeyer, F. 0. Mathies
se~. John E. Parsons (their attorney), J. E. Searles, William 
D1Cl{, W. B. Thomas. 

Officers-H. 0. Havemeyer, president; John E. Searles, secl·e
tary and treasurer. 

General office-117 Wall street, New York. 

TODACCO TRUST. 

Then the American Tobacco Company, which was incorporated 
under the laws of New Jersey for fifty years on January 21. 1890 
for the purp<?se of curing leaf tobacco, t o buy, manufacture, and 
sell tobacco m all its forms. and to establish factories, agencies. 
an.d deJ?O~ for the sale an~ distribution thereof, and to do all 
thmgs mc1dental to the busmess of trading and manufacturing
with power to carry on its business in all other States and Ter1i: 
tories of the United States, and in Canada Great Britain and 
all other foreign countries. ' ' 
~he company pays 8 per cent on the preferred stock, and has 

paul12 per cent on the common. The last three dividends on the 
common have been at the rate of 8 per cent. About one year ago 
20 per cent in scrip was declared on both classes of st.ock. The 
officers are now talking of redeeming it in cash. 

C •t 1 to k Iss~ed. 
Cap~ !Is c , common, par$50- -------------------------------------- $17,900,000 

ap1t stock, preferred, par $1()() ____ ---·-- ------ ____ ------------ ____ 11.935,000 

Auth~t~~ -issue:::::::::::::-_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: ~: ~ 

. Amount not is~ued. 
Cap1tal stock, preferred-----------------------------·------------ S2 065 000 
Capital stock, common--------·--_--------------- __________ ------:::: a: 100; 000 

TotaL_-·----- ____ --------------·---_-----_--·--------·----------- 5,165,000 

The company has paid in dividends since 1890 a little over 
519.000,000. 

The water in this company's stock is 820,000,000. 
Directors-Lewis Ginter, Richmond, Va.; John Pope, Rich

mond. Va.; GeorgeArents, William H. Butler, Charles G. Emery, 
New York; James B. Duke, Somerville. N.J.; Benjamin N. Duke, 
George. W. W_atts, Durham, N.C.; William A. :M:arburg, Ge~)l·ge 
W. Gml, Baltimore, Md.; Josiah Browne, Plainfield, N.J.· John 
Doerhoefer, Louisville. Ky. ' 
_Officer~-James B. Duke, president; William H. Butler, first 

vice-president; John Pope, second vice-president; William Mar
burg, third vice-president; George Arents, treasurer· Josiah 
Brown, secretary; vV. R. HatTis, auditor. ' 

Principal office-Newark, N.J. 
New York o:ffice-507 to 529 West Twenty-second street. 

NATIONAL LINSEED OIL COMPANY. 

National Linseed Qil 9ompany: Incorporated in June, 1887, 
:!lndei: the laws of Tilm01s. The different properties now owned 
oy this ?ompany were ~rought together in an association called 
the N abonal Lmseed Oil Trust. During 1890 the trust was dis
soh-ed ~nd the. proper~ies w_ere acquired by purchase. It appears 
that thiS trust orgamzed JUSt as the sugar trust did in the first 
p1ace, by the combination of a large number of producers, and 
aft er. the New York C<?urt de~lared that that form of organization 
was Illegal under her mdustnallaws, they dissolved the trust and 
the properties were acquired by purchase by theN ational Linseed 
Oil \-'~mpany, in Ap~·il, 1890. They have 52 oil works, located in 
42 c1tles of the Umted States, besides real estate machinery 
patents, etc. Capital stock, par value $100, $18,000,000. ' 

It is estimated that the entire property in this trust was worth 
about $8,000,000, and that they added S10,000,000 at the time of 
forming the combination. . 

Directors-Alex Eustow, St. Louis, Mo.: R. D. Hubbard Man
k~to, Minn.; W. P. Orr, Piqua, Ohio: Samuel Thomas, Ne~York 
City; A. C..; Abbott, ~uffalo, N.Y.; Marc~s Simpson, Burlington, 
Iowa; A.:::;. Hall, Chicago, ill.; J. A. W1llard, Mankato, Minn.; 
I. P. Kejser, St. Louis. Mo. 

Officers-Alex Eustow, president; A. 0. Hall, first vice-presi
d~nt: M3;rcus Simpson, second vice-president: A. C. Abbott, third 
VIce-president; T. G. McCulloh, secretary and treasurer. 

General office-Old Colony Building, Chicago, ill. 
New York office-Nos. 93, 95, and 97 John street. 

NATIONAL LEAD COMPANY. 

National Lead Company: This company was organized Decem
ber 8, 1891, under the laws of New Jersey. It has plants in New 
Y~rk .. Massacl;msett~, Maryland, ?enns~lvania, Ohio, Kentucky, 
lllmms, and MISsoun, manufacturmg white lead and like products. 

8:~~1:1 ~~~~: ~~::~~<i~:~-_:: ~~----~= :-_-_::::::::: ::-_-_:::.:~~===~-:.::::~: sii: ~: ~ 
TotaL--·--_--------·----------·---------_·---------------------- 30,000,000 

A 1:egular ~e~· cent dividend is paid on the preferred, and 
occasiOnally a diVIdend on the common is declared. 
T~is is a gambling stock, and t~er~ is no doubt that the pre

ferred represents more than the entrre mvestment. 
DI.rectors-E. F. Beale, Philadelphia; G. 0. Carpenter, jr., St. 

Loms; L.A. Cole, East <;>r3:nge, ~- J.; R. R. Colgat.e. New York 
City: A. T. Gosharn, Cincm uati, Ohio; J. L . .McBirnev New 
York City; J. H. McKelvy, Pittsburg, Pa.; F. W. Rockwell, Chi
cago, TIL; R. P. ~owe, Broo~lyn, N.Y.; A. P. Thompson, Buffalo, 
N. Y.; D. B. Sh1pman, Chicago, TIL; J. A. Stevens, Brooklyn, 
N. Y.; W. P. Thompson, Red Bank, N.J. 
. Officers-W. P. Thompson, :preside~t; L.A. Cole, fin;t vice-pres
Ident ; R. R. Colgate, seco!l~ vice-prestdent; J. L. McBirney,"treas
urer; F. R. Fortmeyer, assistant treasurer; Charles Davison, sec
retary. 

General office-No. 1 Broadway, New York. 

UNITED STATES LEATHER COMPANY. 

Uni~ed States Leather Company: This company was incorpo
rated m New Jersey February 25, 1893, and commenced the busi
ness of t~nning and selling_ so?~ and J>elt leather on May 2, 189a. 
At the .time of the or~amzation t~:ns company acquired many 
properties connected With the busmess, and since then many 
properties engaged in the manufacture of leather have been pur
chase~. and to pay fo! the sal!le the issue of preferred stock has 
be~n .mcreased from trme to time, and in addition to every share 
so ISsued one share of common stock has been paid for the good 
will of the company. · 
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_ In the State of Pennsylvania property was acquired by compa-l Mr. President, wealth can only ~e -created by toil. -To issue 
nies organized under the laws of said State. These separate com- stock is not to cxeatewealtb.. No dividends can be paid upon any 
panies are known as the Elk, the Penn, and the Union Trimming of this watered stock unless somebody has toiled to pay them, and 
companies, their capital stock. $10,000,000 each, being mostly toil must be plunde1·ed if such dividends are paid. There is no 
owned by the United States Leather Company. possible chance to avoid that conclusion. 

Capital stock, common-------·--------------------·---·-------------- $61,509,900 
Capital stock, preferred ______ ----·--------------·-·---------·-·--··-· 60,909,900 

Total _ --·· ____ ---· ---·- -···- ···-. _ .•.• --···· --· ----·· ···--·-·-· 122,419, 8{0 

Bonds. debentnres, 6 per cent, $5,700,000. 

Officers-Mark Hoyt, president, Boston, Mass.; James Horton, 
first vice-president, Buffalo, N. Y.; Edward R. Ladew, second 
vice-president, New York; Lewis H. Lapham, third vice-president, 
New York; Josiah T. Tubby,secretary,Brooklyn; JamesR. Plum, 
treasurer, New York City. 

C01·porate office-JeTsey City, N.J. 
General office-26 and 28 Ferry street, New York City. 
Directors-Mark Hoyt, George A. Vail, Edward R. Ladew,Pat-

rick 0. Costello, Lewis C. Lapham, Joseph H. Ladew, Henry B. 
Vaughn, Gurdow B. Horton, Walter G. Garritt, A. Augustus 

_ Healy, Daniel F. Stevens. Frank H. Goodyear, James H. Proctor, 
Josiah T. Tubby, James Horton, Norman Schultz, James R; Plum, 
Jerry Crary, N emiah W. Rice, Loring R. Gale, Lyman F. Rhoades, 
Samuel P. Davage, William H. Humphrey, Charles H. Lee, Charles 
M. Vail, Edward C. Hoyt, Edson G. Davage. 

The total amount of common stock, $61,509,900, is water pure 
and simple-that is, there was no consideration for it whatever
and more than $20,000,000 of the prefe·rred stock, making, out of 
this 122.000,000, $81,500,000 of stock issued for which there is no 
consideration whatever. 

The preferred stock is entitled to 8 per cent, and is cumulative. 
It is now behind in its dividends on the preferred stock 20 per 
cent. The last four dividends were 1 per cent quarterly. The last 
1 per cent was paid MaTch 15, 1897. Soitis not behind in its divi
dends, except it pays only about one-half what it was supposed that 
the stock would pay. 

UNITED STATES RUBBER COMPANY. 

The United States Rubber Company is an interesting example. 
This company was incorporated in New Jersey in 1&J2, for the 
manufacture of rubber boots, shoes, etc. Th~ organization in
cludes the fGllowing: 

American Rubber Company, Boston. 
Boston Rubber Company, Boston. 
Para Rubber Company, Boston. 
L. Candee & Co., New Haven, Conn. 
Goodyear Metallic Rubber Shoe Company, Naugatuck, Conn. 
Lycoming Rubber Company, Williamsport, Pa. 
Meyer Rubber Company, New Brunswick, N.J. 
New Brunswick Rubber Company, New Brunswick, N.J. 
New Jersey Rubber Shoe Company, New Brunswick, N.J. 
National India Rubber Company, Bristol, R.I. 
Woonsocket Rubber Company. 
Marvel Rubber Company. 
Lawrence Felting Company. 
Colchester Rubbe1· Company. 
Rubber Manufacturers' Selling Company. 

8:~~~l ~~~~: ~~~~~<i:::: :::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::·.:::::::::::: ~: !M: ~ 
Total ______ --·-·· •••..• ____ ···----··--- ••...•••••••.• --·-........ 39,566,500 

Officers-Joseph Banigom, president, Providence, R. I.; Robert 
D. Evans, first vicE7president, Boston, Mass.; James D. Ford, 
second vice-president: Charles R. Flint, treasurer, New York 
City; M. C. Martin~ assistant treasurer, New Brunswick, N.J.; 
Charles L. Johnson, secretary, New Haven, Conn. 

Bankers and transfer agents in New Yorlr-H. B. Hollins & Co. 
Directors-Charles A. Coffin, Robert D. Evans, William H. Hill, 

George H. Hood, Boston; SamuelP. Colt, Joseph Bannigan, W. S. 
Ballou, John J. Bannigan, George Watkinson, Providence, R. I.; 
James B. Ford, Charles R. Flint, J. Howard Ford, Robert hi. Gal
loway, H. B. Hollins, Herman Burr, William L. Trenholm, New 
York City; Henry L. Hotchkiss, CharlesL.Johnson,NewHaven, 
Conn.; James P. Langdon, M. C. Mru·tin, New Brunswick, N.J.; 
George A. Lewis, Naugatuck, Conn.; EdwinA. Lewis, Brooklyn, 
N.Y.; Frederick M. Shepard, Orange,N. J.: GeorgeM:. Allerton, 
Waterbury, Conn.; Samuel N. Williams, William8port, Pa .. 

The common stock, $20,166,000, is all water. The preferred pays 
8 per cent, and very frequently the commongetsadividend. The 
oompv.ny claim it is earning 7 per cent on the common. 

The capital stock-the common stock-was issued for what is 
called good will, brands, trade-marks. etc. It was issued and di
vided among the men who organizedl intending in advance to 
compel the people of this country to pay the interest or the divi
dends on this which was nothing. 

The 1·ubbertrusthasdecided toshutdownindefinitelythegreater 
part of its immense plant at Bristol. R.I., and henceforth to man
ufacture there only tennis shoes. This means that more than 500 
residents of Bristol who have de~nfled upon the factory for their 
livelihood will be deprived of their only means of subsistence in 
Bristol. About 1.700 others were thrown out of work when the 
trust acquired the.plantand have never been taken back. This is 
in perfect harmony with the methods of the rubber trust. After 
it was organized it acquired possession of about 15 rubber facto
ries which had been competing with one another for neady all 
the business in the country. 

Having paid a fee of :300,000 to Charles R. Flint, another of 
$100,000 to H. B. Hollins & Co., and another of $100,000 to Jo eph 
P. Earle for then· services in promoting the trust, the trust shut 
down about half its factories. Then it made factors' agreements 
with the trade under which dealers received a rebate of 7 percent 
if they did not sell under the prices fixed by the trust. Though 
times have been hard and the prices of other commodities have 
declined, the trust's products have ri~Em in price from 20 per 
cent to 40 per cent. The net annual profits were $",239,791.50, 
the gross expenses being only 8293,148. This wasduringtheyear 
ended May, 1896. The trust made a profit of 7 on every dollar 
of expenses. December 23, 1896, the trust declared a dividend of 
2 per cent on the common stock. This. after paying 8 per cent on 
the preferred, left $1,921,712.38, to which must be added the sur
plus earnmgs for the year ended April 1, 1897. As these will 
probably amount to fully $3,000,000, the net surplus of the trust 
to-day can not be less than $5,000,000. 

DECREASED PRODUCTION-HIGHER PRICES. 

In Bristol 2,200 persons were thrown upon the world. In Woon
socket and Millerville, R.I., 2,500 people are in distress-1 200 out 
of work. Since the tl·ust acquired the plants in these places, the 
MilJerville operatives have averaged only one-third time, on re
duced wages. In Woonsocket the factory has been shut down 
nearly half the time, and wages haye also been redueed. August 
13, 1896, the two big factories closed, ostensibly on account of the 
agitation for bimetallism. and several thousand persons were left 
destitute. 

They gave that excuse last summer. Whenever a factory shut 
down they would say if people would quit talking about silver 
the factories would all open, and the very moment that it was de
feated they would start up. Now we are hunting for prosperity 
and the factories continue closed, and will continue closed. If 
talking about silver will close the factories, we will have them 
all shut up by the n oxt campaign, for we intend to agitate the 
question. 

An industrial sti·ucture that will not stand talking about, that 
falls before the breath of discussion, had better be dest;royed, and 
we had better build another onE~. The fundamental principle of 
American institutions is free discussion, a full review of methods, 
men, and measures, and then let the people decide. Yet the form
ers of this rubber trust closed this factory, and said it was be
cause we talked about bimetallism. 

August 21, 1898, for the same o tensible reason, the factory in 
New Haven was closed and 1,200 persons were thrown out of 
work. In February of this year, 1897, 500 persons were deprived of 
employment by the closing of the factory at Setauket, Long Island. 
At other times three factories, employing 3,000 persons, at New 
Brunswick, N.J., have been hut down; also one employing 700 
persons at Colchester, Conn. one employing 500 persons at Frank
lin, Mass., and one employing 500 persons at Millertown, N.J. 
In all cases wages had been reduced bythe trust, so that tbeaver
age earnings of th~ employees were not over 75 et:nts a day. Rub
ber shoes that before the trust's formation cost the jobber 35 
cents, now cost 65 cents a pair, an increasEl of nearly 100 per cent. 

In adilition to all this, the trust has accumulated 55,000,000 in the 
treasury after paying dividends on watered stock. Yet the Sen
ate is afraid it will interfere with some of these so-called indus
tries! 

SOME Or."'E MUST TOIL TO PAY DIVIDEJ!\"'DS ON OVERISSUES OF STOOK. 

I desire to print in the RECORD a table of these eleven ti·usts. It 
shows that they are capitalized for 432.000.000, bonded for $43,~ 
000,000, and that the total actual investment was $171,000,000. In 
other words, the people of the United States are calltd upon to pay 
divitlends and interest on $300,000.000 more than the investment. 

Somebody bas got to toil to earn that interest. Not one dollar 
of it can be earned except by the toil of somebody, and yet we are 
asked to legislate in favor of these combinations, these modern 
pirates of the w-orldt • 
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Statement showing the capitalization;, estimated actual investm,ent~ estimated value of procl':ucts, crnd duties o:n inlpom under t1te laws of 1890 and 1894, and the 

proposed law o} 1897, of principal products of certain industrial trusts. 

Capitalization (stock outstand· Estimated Estimated Duties on imports of principal products. ing). value of 
Bonded actual 

~oducts Trusts. debt. invest- annual) Common Preferred Total. ment (a). Law of1890. Lawof189-!. Proposed law ot 
stock. stock. (b). 18117. 

1. Anterican Cotl;on Oil Co _____ $2.0, 237, 100 $10, 198,600 $30,435,700 $3,068,800 $15, 000, 000 $19,000, 000 10 cts. per gallon. Free------------ 7 cts. pt:>r gallon. 
2. Amencan Spirits Manufac- 26, <191, 200· 6, 662.,800 33,1M,OOO 2~000,000 15,000,000 70,000,000 $2.50 per gallon __ 81.80 per gallon ___ $2.50 per gallon. 

turing Co. 
10,000,000 00;000,000 135, 000, 000 £u cent per lb c ... t ct. per lb. and <10 3. American Sugar Refining 36,968,000 30,968-,000 73,93&,000 1t cts. p~r lh d 

Co. per ct. ad val. c 
" American Tobacco Co .... ---- 18,173,000 12,117,000 30,290,000 ---------- 10,000,000 12,000,000 $4.50 per lb. and $4 per lb. and 25 $4,.50 per lb. and 

8, 750,000 20,000,000 15,000,000 
25 per ct. ad vaL per oont ad val. 25 per ct. ad val. 

5. G t'neral Electric Co ..•• ------ 80, 460, 000 4:,252,000 34,712, 000 45 per ct. ad val . . 35 per ct. ad vaL_ 45 per ct. ad vaL 
6. National Lead Co _______ --·--- 14:,905. 400 14:, 90-!, 000 29, 809, <100 -·-:tos:oor 15,000.000 6,500,00> 2 to 2t cts. per lb. 1 to 1t cts. per lb. 2 to 2t cts. per lb. 
7. N ational Linseed Oil Co ..... 18,000,000 . . 4: 066," 200" 18.000,000 10.000.000 13,000,000 32 cts. per gallon. 20 cts. per gallon. ~ cts. per gallon . 
8. National Starch Co __________ 4,450, 700 8,516,900 3,831,000 4,5(X),000 5,000,000 2 cts. per pound _ 1i cts. peJtKound. 2 cts. per pound. 
9. Standard Rope and Twine 12,000,_000 _____ ..,- ............. 12,000,000 10,500,000 7,000,000 20, 000,000 -fa to 3 cts. per lb. 10perct.a val.e. 1 to2 cts.per lb./ 

Co. 
1(}. U nited States·L.eather Co ____ 61,509,000 60,900,900 122, <118, !)()() 5,520,000 <10, 000', 000 60,000.000 10 per ct. ad val._ 10 per ct. ad vaL_ 10 per ct. ad vaL 
1L United States Rubber Uo .... 20,166,000 19,400,500 39,56&,500 ----------- 15, 000,000 20,000,000 3(} per ct. ad vaL_ 25 per ct. ad vaL_ 30 per ct. ad val. 

Total • ----·-- --------------- 263.360, 4.00 169, 479,000 ~.839,400 [43, 783, 800 171, 5(X), 0001375, 500, 000 

a These estimates are believed to be liberal, and it is thoug.ht that. could the facts be definitely ascertained, the figures here given would ba found to be 
largely in excess of the real investments or values of the prowrties of the trusts named. 

b '.Chese estimn..tes are based upon the best obta.inabl~ data. 
c Also, one-tenth cent per pound additional when produ~ed by or exported from a country paying an export bounty. 
dAlso1 when exported from a country paying an export bounty, a duty equal to such bounty or so much thereof as is in excess of any tax collected by 

snch coun'&J'y. . • 
e Except binding twine, placed on D;ee list. . 
!Except bmding twine, placed on free list, but subject to duty of one-half cen.t pflr pound if impo1>ted from a country levying a duty on binding twine 

imported from the United States. 

I will also publish a table showing 5 other trusts, making 16 
in all, who are capitalized in about the same proportion but are 
smaller in size. I found it very difficult to secure information 
with regard to the organization of these trusts. I found it very 
difficult to get the details with regard to the amount invested. 
They are very secretive people. They do not care to talk very 
much, and nobody i8 responsible, because they are a trust. I found 
that the committees in New York had difficulty in securing infor
m ation. Books were lost; officers say they do not know or that 
somebody else was r-esponsible. So it is hard to get evidence with 
regard to these organizations. 

Trusts. Capital 
stock. 

Bonds. 

Size, or Amount 
par outstand-

value. ing. 

American Strawboard _______ : ________________ ------------- $1,000 $889, 99! 
A.rn0rican TypeFounders--------------------· $±,000, 000 .... 

1
.
00
. . . 19ti.OOO 

Diamo nd Match __________ ·---------------·----- ~ * ) 11,000, 000 
Debenture ______ . __ ------------------------.. 8,000, 000 ----- --- ---- ---- ----

Na.tional Wall Paper Co __________________ ------ 30,000,000 100 7,500,000 
New York Biscuit Co ____________________ ----- 10,000,000 100 9,000,000 

*Listed in Chicago. 

It has been urged that this tariff bill will produce no revenue if 
my amendment is adopted. If that is true, then we are ceTtainly 
in the pos ession of the trusts. If the obJect of this bill can not 
be accomplished, which is supposed to be the raising of revenue, 
if my amendment is adopted, then that argument is predicated 
upon the proposition that the trusts will not dissolve; that they 
will continue; that they will be perpetuated and share the market 
of this country with the foreign manufacturer. 

Of course I balieve that they will dissolve if my amendment is 
enforced. I know they will contest it in the cmuts, and I am well 
aware that many of our courts are subject to influences which 
make their decisions doubtful. I do not care to attack the courts, 
Mr. President, but I believe the courts will enforce this amend
ment of mine. Of course you wlll occasionally find a judge who 
will not; but it is a significant thing that in the testimony taken 
before the Interstate Commerce Committee of this body last win
ter this fact wa disclosed. and it is a fact which makes the Ameri
can people afraid of the courts. 

COURTS DISQUALIFIED TO TRY CASES AGAINST CORPORATIONS. 

When a case was to be tried in New York for the purpose of 
dissohing the Joint Traffic Association. which was a combination 
of railroads from Chicago to the seaboard, it was found that out of 
eight judges in that circuit only one man was qualified to try the. 
case. because all the others held the stocks and bonds of the defend
ant corporations; all the others were the owners of stocks and bonds 
of railroads; and they had to go up into Vermont and find some 
rural fellow, who bad not caught on to the modern methods of 
busjness, to try the case. 

The evidence before the Interstate Commerce Committee of this 
body goes on to show that Judge Jennings said he had afterwards 
qualified, because he had disposed of his sto.ek and bonds. Of' 

course it is unpleasant to recite these things, but when they come 
in as sworn evidence before a committee of this body, it is well to 
call the attention of the American people to the facts. 

I believe, after examining this bill, 1\lr. President. that very 
many of the items contained in it are in the control"of trusts, and 
that the loss of revenue, if not one single trust be disbanded, will 
not be very great. We will continue to collect the revenue from 
raw sugar. We will not collect any revenue from refined sugar, 
because none comes in. As to the other items, the duties are so 
high that nothing comes in; and on the basis of last year's impor
tations, if the trust which embraces boilers and radiators, house 
furnaces, steam and hot-water heating apparatus, etc., should re
fuse to dissolve, we should only lose $16~,000 of revenue, for that 
is all that was collected last year. The duties range from 12 to 45 
per cent. On chemicals, which embrace nearly everything in the 
chemical line in the bill, there is a trust, and if the trust should 
continue, so that these chemicals would be admitted free of duty, 
we should only lose 82,107,000. The duty on all these articles is 
from 16 to 80 per cent. On iron and steel the duties are from 17 
to 82' per cent, and pretty nearly everything made of il'on or steal 
is in a tl·ust. 

If the trust should continue and thet·e should be no foreign com
petitor coming in to take the market, the loss of revenue would 
be 8894,000. 

On copper, lead, and zinc, which is ina trust~ the duty is from 
45 _to 111 per cent, and the amount of duty collected is quite large, 
bemg $1,~38.88{)-. We consume more lead than we produce in our 
country, and we shall be obliged, no matter what the duties may 
be. to import some of it. 

On glass. the duty is from 48 to 62 per cent, and if the glass trust 
should continue, we should lose but $2,211,000, for that was . the 
duty collected. The duty on leather is 20 per cent, and of that the 
duty on imp01·ts last year was but S8~8.. On linseed oil thedutyis 
52 per cent, and on that the duty collected last year was $2,420. On 
paper the duty is from 28 to 50 per cent, and we collected last year -
$113,000. On rubber the duty is 34 per cent, and we collected last 
year 583,306. · 

On saws and screws the duty is from 25 to 29 per cent~ and the 
duty collected last year was $1,574. On textile manufactures we 
collected $W3,320, and the duties range from 29 to 102 per cent. 
On car wheels and other wheels the duty is from 40 to 41 per cent, 
and we collected in duty last year $131.000. On looking-glasses 
and on paints, varnish, arms, guns, fireworks, gunpowder-all of 
which are in a trust-collars and cuffs. oilcloths, etc., are all 
embraced in trusts, and the total loss of revenue if all the trusts I 
have named should continue would be 88.189,000. 

If the tl·usts were all to continue and insist upon continuing 
and sharing the American market with the foreigners, if they 
have to compete with the foreigners, they could not keep up their 
pl'ices, and the people of this country would get the benefit of 
reduced prices. We can afford to lose $8,000,000, and then collect 
the duty on sugar from the Hawauan Islands. 

According to the repurt of the Senate Committee on Finance, 
the duty on sttgar from the Hawaiian Islands will amount next 
year to a little over $8,000.000. Two-thirds of the plantations in 
Hawaii are owned by Englishmen, Germans,. Scandinavians, and 
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native Hawaiians. What reason is there why we should give them 
a bonus of S ',000,000 a year? If we should collept this revenue 
and the trusts should not disband. the revenue would not be 
a ffected at all. If our action and conduct are governed by reason 
and good judgment, there will be no trouble about revenue, while 
we could save the whole amount of the $8,000,000 by paying only 
what it is worth to carry the m ails. For twenty years there has 
been no reduction in the cost of carrying the mails. 

WE DO~'T WANT MORE REVE:!\"UE BUT LESS EXPENSES. 

. We pay 8 cents a pound where we ought to pay but 1 cent, and 
we pay $30,000,000 where we ought to pay less tha.n $20,000,000. 
What man in this country would, if he were paying 830.000,000 
a year for express, pay the same price now as he paid twenty 
years ago? \Ve pay $i30,000,000 for that service, the same price 
we paid thirty years ago, and yet we refuse to change it. I tell 
you it seems to me the Republican party will have a good deal to 
answer for if it passes this bill and collects the revenues proposed 
by it, and continues to spend our money to fatten the coolie labor 
and the miserable, wretched native inhabitants of the Hawaiian 
Islands, and pays S10,000,000 more than it is worth to carry the 
mails of this country. 

The expenses of this country have increased $100,000,000 in ten 
years. If they had increased according to the increase of popula
tion , they would have only increased $50,000,000. Instead of want
ing more revenue, we want less expense. We should spend $50,-
0JU OUO less. We have a surplus in the Treasury of $125,00J ,OOO, and 
if we should spend 850,000,000 less there would be no deficiency and 
we should have revenue enough. Yet it is proposed to tax sugar 
in order to raise $32,000,000 under this bill; it is proposed to tax 
tea and raise another 810,000.000; and, furthermore, to tax beer 
and things that go into consumption per capita, and thus take 
from the people of this country seventy-five or eighty million 
dollars and give it in remitted duties to Hawaii, to the railroads, 
and then to • build fortifications where they are not needed, and 
also to build ships to rot on the seas. 

If the Republican party wanted to live, it ought to have brought 
in a bill here to reduce the expenses one-half and gone before the 
p eople on that issue~ instead of coming here and being obliged to 
go before the people as the apologists of trusts and the champions 
of the infamies of the gold standard. . 

The leading student of the problem among the college profes
sors of political economy, J. W. Jenks, of Cornell University, thus 
writes in the Political Science Quarterly for September, 1894, in 
the best magazine discussion that has thus far appeared upon this 
subject: · 

I expect to live to sea the day when the political economists * ~' * must 
consider that a very large proportion of the productive business of society is 
on the monopoly basis. 

This was written in 1894. He certainly lived to see t.he day of 
which he had spoken. 

In the report of the Lexowcommittee on trustsof .the New York 
senate, a lready referred to, dated March 9, 1897, the proposition is 
stated thus: 

One after another industrial pursuits are surrendering to similar combi
nations, and it is safe to predict that, unless this movement subsides, most, if 
not all, o f the indust rial pursuits will r ea ch a similar connentration, and will 
bo followed by results similar to those indicated in this report. 

In a recent able symposium on trusts in the New York Inde
pendent of March 4, 1897, the socialist view of the trust was 
presented by Daniel De Leon, formerly lecturer at Columbia Uni
versity, New York City, and now editor of the socialist organ 
the People. He holds, as do an increasing number of thinking 
people, that the trust is an evolutionary movement in the line 
of progress and that it will go on until all lines of machine in
dustry are thus combined. The natural and inevitable end of the 
aevelopment is held by these thinkers to be the public ownership 
and operation of the trust. 

Certainly it would be far more in accord with justicp, and 
equity, rather than to allow this condition of things to continue, 
for the public to take, own, control, and operate all these proper
ties. However, I do not advocate anything of that sort. I be
lieve we can remedy the evil by other means, and that it is our 
duty to do so. 

On the other hand, Otis Kendal Stuart, of Philadelphia, argu
ing in the same symposium from the standpoint of the individu
alist, denounces competition as developing waste, business men
dacity, and fraud. 

He has reached the point where it seems to be moral to abso
lutely abandon the whole theory of Anglo-Saxon civilization, and 
it is well that some advocate should arise to justify this condition 
of things, for we have already nearly approached that point. 
" The trust," he says, " is not only the next natural stop in busi
ness, it is a stop in social evolution; the trust is not only a con
servator of energy and of wealth, it is a conservator of morals 
and religion." 

I wonder what kind of morals and religion are taught by a 
gambFng operation such as is carried on, for instance, by · the 

sugar trust. Of course it is time that on high moral grounds 
somebody should appear to advocate this new doctrine of social 
existence. 'fhe new order of things needs a champion if they are 
to continue and revolution be avoided. 

AMERICAN PEOPLE OBJE CT TO THE P ATERNALISM OF TRUSTS. 

Mr. President, there has never from the day of ouT independ
ence been a time, until r ecently, when a genuine American citizen 
did not resent the imputation of being a poor man, even if he did 
not have a dollar in his pocket. He is rich in his inheritance of 
religious and political liberty, rich in his confidence of manhood, 
and he was rich in opportunities to acquire wealth until deprived 
of thPm by legislation in the interest of corporate trusts and mo
nopolies and of the manipulators of the world·s standard of val
ues, who aimed to prevent the masses from rising above the con
Clition of pover ty in order that their own accumulations might 
acquire greater value. 

The time has not yet come when the American peop1e will per
mit the plea of poverty to be entered in their behalf by trust 
magnates as an argument in favor of the continuance of trust 
methods. The same assertions that are made in behalf of the 
trusts might b~ repeated with equal force in favor of the es
tablishment of a monarchy and the creation of orders of nobility, 
to be composed of the individuals who are so fond of prating 
about their 'regard for the welfare of the '· poor people." 

All that the American people want for themselves is a fair field 
and no favor. In business, as well as in politics, they believe that 
they can govern themselves better than any self-constituted dic
tators can govern them. The history of the American people 
demonstrates that this belief is well founded. One State after 
another, in obedience to the will of the people, has declared un
lawful all trusts and combinations in restraint of trade. 

The Congress of the United States so declared seven years ago 
by the passage of the act of June, 1890, which was Senate bill No. 
1 of the Fifty-first Congress. The Supreme Court only recently 
affirmed the application of that act to combinations among rail
road corporations. It remains for this Congress to enforce the 
provisions of the antitrust act of 1890 by providing an efficient 
penalty for its violation through the adoption of the amendment 
to the t.ariff act which I have proposed. 

The future may develop that even this remedy may not avail, 
and that other remedies are required to be tried, but it seems to me 
that this remedy will be most effective and efficient, for I do not 
believe that the trusts in this country will undertake to continue, 
and thus deprive themselves of the exclusive control of the Amer
ican market; but if this remedy does not avail, there have been 
many suggestions upon this subject, and I will briefly note two 
or three of them. 

It has been suggested, first. that absolute publicity of accounts 
under Government control and audit must be insisted upon, as is 
coming to be done in a feeble way by railroads. This is the view 
of two eminent students of the problem, Prof. Henry C. Adams, 
of the University of .Michigan, statistician of the Interstate Com
merce Commission, and by Von Halle~ in a work on Trusts, pub
lished by-Macmillan & Co. in 1895. 

It is the interesting suggestion of Professor Jenks, of Cornell 
University, that stock exchanges should not be allowed to list 
any of the securities of capitalistic monopolies without pub1ishing 
most complete and sworn returns of the cost of construction, of 
capitalization, cost of products, etc., and that no stock sha 1 be 
issued in excess of the actual investment. 

The prohibition of factors' agreements. The New York senate 
trust committee, in its valuable report (obtainable, probably, from 
the secretary of state of New York), fully describes, onpages22-25, 
inclusive, these agreements. 

The control by a national commission of maximum charges, 
and the prohibition, so"Qle way, of discrimination in charges in 
towns or counties contiguous to each o her. That is, it might be 
possible to prevent a trust from charging more in one place than 
in another except by the amount of the difference of freight rates. 
One of t.he great weapons of the Standard Oil and the m eat trusts 
is to ruin competitors by reducing the rates in a place below what 
the same company is charging in neighboring places. 

METHODS OF ROBBERY PURSUED BY TBE STANDAI-!.D OIL TRUST. 

There comes to my mind in this connection a very interesting 
illustration. In Colorado there are oil wells. Petroleum exists 
there in inexhaustible quantities and of ex0ellent quality. An oil 
refinery was constructed at a cost of 82,0()0,000. That company 
was engaged in supplying that country with oil, when one day the 
Standard Oil Company began business in Pueblo and in other 
towns in Colorado, and sold oil at 5 cents a gallon until they 
wrecked and ruined the Colorado r efinery and closed its doors. 

The day after that was done the Standard Oil Company raised 
the price of their oil to 25 cents a gallon and continued to sell it 
at that price until they had made an immense profit and recouped 
the loss they had previously sustained, and to-day they charge 20 
cents a gallon for their oil. 1n my own town an mdependent oil 
company began selling oil, and it was selling it at 8 cents a gallon, 
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for the trust had put it down to that price, and yet the independ
ent company was able to live and did live and continued for two 
years of time. 

Finally one day they sold out to the trust; and from that day 
to this we have been paying 16 cents a gallon for oil. It is argued 
that we can not protect ourselves against these things. Certainly, 
Mr. President, if we can not, our institutions totter to a fall. 
What is this but socialism in the most odious form? 

PUBLIO OWNERSHIP. 

If these remedies fail, we must resort, unless others are found, 
to the last remedy, that of pub1ic ownership. 

This may take the form of public ownership of such natural 
som·ces of supp1y as anthracite coal mines and oil wells, or pos
sibly the leasing of their operation to private companies; or it 
may take the form of public ownership and operation of all in
dustries that have become practical monopolies. This remedy be
gins to loom up as a distant possibility, but is as yet too remote a 
contingency to come within the domain of practical politics. 
But of one thing we can rest assured, socialism is preferable to 
despotism, and the right of each citizen to enjoy the products of 
his toil must be maintained if we are to maintain our institutions. 

Mr. President, the history of the past teaches this less.on. Shall 
we follow the course of all other peoples in the past, or shall we 
begin a new era? When was it that Rome was destroyed? When 
the original landed proprietors became paupers; when her farms 
became great estates. In the days of Cincinnatus 12 acres suf
ficed for each fain.i.ly; farms of 12 acres, owned by-freemen, sur
rounded the walls of Rome, and no hostile legions could reach the 
city. When Rome fell, the individual proprietor was gone; the 
usurer had taken 'the land; the Roman citizen had been sold into 
slavery, and was toiling as a slave upon the estate a part of which 
he was once the proud owner. 

The legions of Goths and Vandals that marched to the walls of 
Rome would have been scattered like chaff before the legions of 
Cresar recruited from the farms of Italy. So it will be with us if 
we allow the usurer to fm·ther fasten his grasp upon our people. 
If we continue this organization of capital, by which those who 
can not combine are deprived of the products of their toil, 1 say 
the end is near. · 

Our last census shows that the earnings of 54 per cent of our 
people are less than $100 per year per capita. How near we come 
to European conditions, if 6100 per capita by 54 per cent of our 
people is all they can earn and consume; and yet we stand upon 
this floor and boast about the high wages of the American toiler. 
It is well to review the last census, which shows that 250,000 men 
own forty-four billion dollars of the wealth of the United States 
and 52 per cent do not own their homes and have no property 
whatever. · 

These problems, Mr. President, are pertinent. We can no longer 
satisfy the American people by quarreling and by fighting a sham 
battle over schedules in a tariff bill. We have done that for the 
last several years, with first one party in power and then the 
other, until to-day the tariff issue has :fled from our politics. Last 
week it was demonstrated more than ever before that you ca.n no 
longer divide the American people upon a question of schedules in 
a tariff. Other and mightier questions now do and must in the 
future divide parties and press for solution. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, in view of the remarks made this 
morning by the Senator from Nebraska [1\Ir. ALLEN] and the 
remarks just made by the Senator from South Dakota [1\Ir. PET
TIGREW], I desire to suggest that in the Forty-seventh Congress, 
second session, there was a report, No. 1013, made from the Com
mittee on Finance by the present distinguished chairman of that 

· committee, together with a short minority report, agreeing with 
the majority in their conclusions, but giving certain reasons in 
justification thereof. As that report bears directly upon the Ha
waiian treaty, and is not very long, and is practically out of print, 
I suggest that it be printed as a document for the use of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CARTER in the chair). In 
the absence of objection, it will be so ordered. 

The question is on the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Kentucky fMr. LINDSAY]. 

Mr. LINbSA Y. On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. THURSTON. Let the amendment be stated, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The SECRETARY. In paragraph 206, page 63, line 13, after the 

word" Sugars," it is proposed to strike out the words "uot above 
No. 16 Dutch standard in color;" and also, after the word "pro
portion," in line 19, to strike out down to and including the word 
"pound," in line 23, as follows: 

And on sugar above No. 16 Dutch standard in color, and on all sugar which 
has gone through a process of refining, 1 cent and ninety-five one-hundredths 
of 1 cent per pound. 

So as to reaa: · 
Sugars, tank bottoms, sirups of cane juice, melada, concentrated melada 

concrete and concentrated molasses, testing by the polariscot>e not above 75 

XXX-108 

degrees, 1 cent per pound, and for every additional degree shown by the 
polariscopic test, three one-hundredths of 1 cent per pound additional, and 
fractions of a degree in proportion; molasses testing above 40 degrees and 
not abov:e 56 degrees, 3 cents per gallon, etc. 
. The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DANIEL (when his name was called). I am paired with 

the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. HANSBROUGH]. If he were 
present, I should vote "yea." . · 

Mr. HARRIS of Kansas (when his name was called). I am 
paired with the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. CLARK]. If he were 
present, I should vote ''yea." 

Mr. MALLORY (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROCTOR]. If he were present, I 
should vote ''yea." 

Mr. MITCHELL (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SEWELL]. If he were present, 
I should vote "yea." 

Mr. MORGAN (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. QUAY]. If he were 
present, I should vote "yea." 

Mr. TURNER (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WARREN]. As I do not see him 
in the Chamber, I withhold my vote. 

The ro~l call was concluded. 
Mr. BATE. I wish ta.state that my colleague [Mr. HARRIS of 

Tennessee] is absent temporarily. He is paired With the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL]. My colleague, if present, would 
vote ''yea." 

·Mr. JONES of Arkansas. I have a general pair with the Sena
tor from Maine fMr. HALE]. I transfer that pair to the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. TELLER], and vote " yea." 

Mr. CULLOM. i have a general pair with the senior Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. GRAY]. My colleague [Mr. MASON] being 
absent and, I beheve, not paired, I take the liberty of transferring 
my pair with the Senator from Delaware to my colleague and 
vote. I vote" nay." 

Mr. HARRIS of Kansas. I am requested to announce that the 
junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. KENNEY] is paired with the · 
junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PENROSE]. · 

Mr. CLAY (after having voted in the affirmative). I am paired 
with the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LoDGE]. I see 
he is not present, and I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. CULLOM. The Senator from Florida [Mr. PAsco] states 
that my colleague [Mr. MASON] is paired with the Senator from 
Virginia [1\Ir. MARTIN] and that the Senator from Wyoming 
fMr. WARRE..."lj is paired with the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
TuRNER]. If agreeable to the Senator from Washington, the 
Senator from Delaware and the Senator from Wyoming may stand 
paired, and we may both vote. 

Mr. TURNER. Very well. 
Mr. CULLOM. I have cast my vote in the negative. 
Mr. TURNER. I vote ''yea." 
Mr. MANTLE. I have a general pair with the Senator from 

Virginia [Mr. MARTIN]. That pair has been transferred to the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. MASON]. I therefore am at liberty to 
vote, and I vote " yea." 

Mr. ROAR. :My colleague fMr. LODGE] was compelled to leave 
Washington by ill health. 1f he were present, he would vote 
''nay." . 

The result was announced-yeas 27, nays 29; as follows: 

Allen, 
Bacon, 
Bate, 
Berry, 
Butler, 
Caffery, 
Chilton, 

Allison, 
Baker, 
Burrows, 
Carter, 
Cullom, 
Davis, 
Deboe, 
Elkins, 

Cockrell, 
Faulkner, 
Heitfeld, 
Jones, Ark. 
Lindsay, 
McLaurin, 
Mantle, 

YEAS-27. 
Mills 
Pasc~, 
Pettigrew, 
Pettu.c;, 
Rawlins, 
Roach, 
Smith, 

NAYS--..99. 
Fairbanks, McBride, 
Foraker, McEJ?.ery, 
Frye, McMillan, 
Gear, Perkins. 
Hanna, Platt, Conn. 
Rawley, Platt, N.Y. 
Hoar, Pritchard, 
Jones,.Nev. Shoup, 

NOT VOTING---33. 
Aldrich, Gray, Martin, 
Cannon, Hale, Mason, 
Chandler, Hansbrough, Mitchell, 
Ulark, Harris, Kans. Morgan, 
Clay, Harris, 'l'enn. Morrill, 
Daniel, Kenney, Murphy, 
Gallinger, Kyle, N e lson , 
George, Lodge, Penrose, 
Gorman, Mallory, Proctor, 

Tillman, 
Turner, 
Turpie, 
Vest, 
Walthall, 
White. 

Spooner, 
Stewart, 
Thurston, 
Wetmore, 
Wilson. 

I"' 

Quay, 
Sewell, 
Teller, 
Warren, 
Wellington, 
Wolcott. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MILLS subsequently said: I wish towithdrawmyvote and 

to announce my pair. I thought the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. GALLINGER], with whom lam paired, was present, but 
I have learned that he was not, and I therefore wish to withdraw 
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my vote. If the Senator from New Hampshire had been here, I 
should have voted for the amendment. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there obje·ction to the withdrawal 
of the vote of the Senat01· from Texas? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. BUTLER subsequently said: On the last yea-and-nay vote, 
the vote upon the amendment of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
LL"'DSAY], I voted without observing that the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. WELLINGTON], with Whom I have a general pair, was 
not present. The result was announced with my vote standing, 
and he was absent. My vote did not affect th~ result, but I ask 
unanimous consent that I may withdraw it. I wish to take what
ever action I can to protect my pair. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from North Carolina? 

1\fr. PETTUS. The request was hot heard on this side of the 
Chamber. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. He voted by mistake. The Chair 
hears no objection, and leave is given to the Senator from North 
Carolina to withdraw his vote. 

1\fr. MILLS. I move to strike out section 206 and insertwhat I 
send to the desk in lieu thereof. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. 'The amendment will be stated. 
The SECRETARY. It is proposed to strike out paragraph 206 

and to insert in lieu thereof the folloWing: 
~. Sugar, tank bottoms, sirups of cane juic~ or beet juice,tnelada, concen~ 

trated melada, concrete and concentrated molasses, 40 per cent ad valorem. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. This is the rate of the present law, 
the Wilson Act, 40 per cent. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on -agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Texas. 

The amendment was rejected. 
1\Ir. HOAR. [now propose the amendment of which I gave 

noti-ce the other day, to come in at the end of the paragraph. 
The SECRETARY. At the end of paraoo-raph 208 it is proposed to 

insert the following proviso: 
Provided, That the President of the United States shall a:p:point a commis

sion, to consist of five persons, who shall report ro Congress at1ts next regular 
session concerning the condition of the industry of producing and r efining 
sugar in the United States; and what policy is best adapted to procuring a 
sufficient supply 'Of sugar for the people of the Onited States at the least cost, 
and to encourage and promote the raising in the United States of a sufficient 
supply of sugar for domestic consumption; and what amount of duty on im· 
ports of sugar is necessary to enable the busines ·of refining sugar in the 
United States to lbe conducted at a r easonable and moderate profit; and also 
what amount o~ duty upon such impor ts is ~xpedi~nt, having reference to 
raising a sufficient revenue to provide for 'the public expenditure; .and tore
port such facts in regard to the bnsine ·s of producing and refining sugar,and 
whether the same is so conducted as to enable persons intet·ested ther ein to 
exercise an improper control over the marke t; and such other facts as they 
may consider important and pert~nent to ~h~ subject-matter of their inq~i!Y; 
no more than three tnembers of Said comnuss1on to belong to the same polit1cal 
party. 

Mr. HOAR. Mr. President, I do not wish to detain the Senate 
by any remarks upon this subject except to make one or two sug
gestions on the proposition that the sugar schedule ought prop
erly to be the subject of a separate commission, to be dealt with by 
itself. This amendment does n·otl'aise the question of the wisdom 
or pl'optiety of a general commission ·on the subject of a protective 
tariff. In regard to that, though some very worthy men favor 
it, there are, to say the least, some very great difficnlties. If such 
a policy be ever adopted, it must be adopted after long -and very 
careful consideration. The matter of the duty on sugar has been 
the bete noire of all persons concerned in the fiscal affairs of this 
country and England for nearly one hundred and fifty years. 

I happened to see a collection of English political pamphlets cov
ering the time of the administration of Lord Chatham, the time Qf 
our old French war and coming down to th'3 time of the Revolution 
and theN a:poleonic wars, and there is an immense mass of speeches, 
tracts, and essays on the sugar question; and you would almost 
think, on reading a great many of the very ablest of them, that 
you were reading a speech of the honorable Senator from Missouri 

· ("Mr. VEST] orthe honc;n~able Senatorfrom.Arkansas [Mr. JoNEs]. 
'l'here is the same discussion of these perplexing subtleties, the 
same accusation of there being an improper influence by wealthy 
persons having special interests. That has been going on all the 
time there. It has been go"ing on here certainly during the fram
ing of the last half dozen tariff bills, and it will go on to the end 
of time unless a day comes when we make our own sugar and 
supply sngar <>urselves. Then it will cease. 

I ·suppose everybody remembers the anecdote :in the life of Lord 
Chatham, of the dramatic and theatrical way in which he pro
nounced the words "sugar, :M:r. Speaker.," when he was William 
Pitt and in the House of Commons. I do not believe that any con
siderable portion of the American people, 'Whatever the news
papers or anybody to be considered in the Senate may say, have 
any belief that the gentlemen on either side of the Chamber who 
have been concerned in the framing of tariff bills for the last few 
years have had any desire except to solve the difficult problem of 
the duty on sugar in the manner which is for the best interests of 
the oountry. 

Of ·course they have had their theories about the protective 
policy, of the policy of a tariff for revenue, or free trade, and 
those theories have brought them to different practical conclu
sions. But the desire to find out what this great product ought 
to bear -as its proportion of the expEinse of the country what is a 
fair and just provision, having reference to the needs and exigen
cies of our revenues, and to provide and get at that without the 
slightest respect for persons, the slightest desire to get "the favor 
of this great trust. !believe, has actuated both parties in the ena,te. 

It would be ridiculous to impute any other motive to the honor
able Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Jo~"Esl and the honorable Sen
ator from Texas [Mr. MILLSl and the "honorable enatol' from 
Missouri [.l\11'. VEST], who framed what is known as the Wilson 
Act; and ff all three of.those Senators were to express themselves 
on the. subject, they would say it is as ridiculous to impute any 
other motive to the gentlemen who have framed the bill which we 
are now considering. But the trouble is that those gentlemen are 
themselves perplexed and doubtful. 

If the Senator from Arkansas were to rela'te the history of the 
framing of the tariff bill which became the law in 1894, he would 
tell you of his own doubts, of his own cha'nges of mind, after he 
supposed he had once come to a eonclusion, and of 'the questions 
which he had to discuss with political friends of his own, equally 
ho~est and equally intelligent with himself or with anybody. The 
gentlemen who make these tariffs come to the consideration of 
this, which is one of the most profound-and subtle questions in all 
finance, when a thousand othe1· cal'es and interests are distracting 
their attention, with weal'ied-out and overbm·dened minds, with 
a burden of care·which has brok6n down already one of the mem
bers of the committee and sent him home sick, which has b1·oken 
down more than one of the Senators who are not upon the com
mittee at all, but have mel'ely had the duty of looking after the 
interests of their own constituents in the tariff bill; and so it is 
impossible to deal with this great subject in the way it desetves. 

I believe the President can command tihe services of gentlemen 
for this especial purpose who would ·not lay aside their own lal'ge 
interests to hold any political office or 'to undertake such a juris
diction and function with reference to the entire field of tariff leg
islation. They can command the ablest experts in the country, 
They can settle a great many of these questions. They can give 
us in a compact form a clear statement of the condition of things 
in regard to many of the subjects which have to be discussed, and 
they can put before us in a way that nobody can deny, nobody can 
impugn, nobody can charge as beingtheresultof polrticalpa sion 
or prejudice, the mode of business and the profits of the persons 
who are engaged in refining sugar. They can tell us what other 
countries are do.ing and ~hat we ough~ ~o be doing in the matter 
of the great agncultural mterest of raiSmg beets. 

Some Senators or some newspapers say we do nothing for aoori
culture. Mr. President, if ,you had in your hand the wand of a 
magician and could compel anything in the way of wealth or 
prosperity to spring up at its touch, .you could not accomplish for 
agriculture any benefit like that which you could accomplish if you 
could cause the farmers of this country to raise the material for 
supplying this country with its sugar. Certainly next ·to the 
blessing which Providence gave us when we found these great 
and virgin wheat fields, l'eady for the cultivation of the immi
grants, would be the benefit of such a condition as I have de
scribed, .and that benefit can be accomplished and wrought by 
wise and judicious and bold legislation. I wish I could see both 
parties in this country eaget and emulous in rivaling each other 
without political division to accomplish and bring about that 
great boon to the people of the North west. 

Mr. President, as I said, we have implicit confidence in. onr cotn
lnittees. There is not a Senator in this Chamber who would riSe 
in his place and express the slightest doubt of the absolute integ
rity of purpose and desire of 'the gentlemen who have framed this 
bill for the Senate, any more than we would of the. gentlemen 
who framed the bill a few years ago; and although there are some 
utterances in the press and in speeches suggesting that there may 
be a, doubt about that subject and that the sugar trust may be 
bribing this, that, or the other person, they are suggestions which 
are met in the minds of the serious, sobe·r, and honest men of this 
country of all parties and all sections With 'the most absolute con
.tempt. But at the same time, as I have said, the committees don bt 
then;t~elves. If you we1·e to ask the old Democratic committee to 
come and frame a sugar schedule for us to-day, and they brought 
one in to-morrow morning, if they were to spend a week over it, 
they would bring in another or some modification. 

Now, let us have this one subject removed from the path of 
politics, if we can. We have to settle it for the present as well as 
we can in the pending schedule. But when we have done it, let 
us commit this to a body of five men, on which the President will 
put the ablest Democratic financier and statesman and the great
est Populist financier and statesman he can find. Let us have the 
result in their judgment of the whole subject. 

A Senato ·has 'S!lggested to me in 1;}rivate that to have an 'entire 
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tariff commission would in the "first place delay enormously the now the law and the one which is under consideration. It is 
'Work upon this one subject, and in the next place it would involva about three weeks, I 'believe, or nearly three weeks, since I offered 
fi. thousand considerations and policies which are not applicable a resolution here asking for an investigation of these charges. 
to it. . Men wbo are permitted to go into the press gallery and who are 

J Mr. THURSTON. May I ask the Senator from l\tassaclmsetts given the privilege to sit there and hear our debates~nd send out 
a question? their reports have over their own signatures charged directly t hat 

Mr. HOAR. Certainly. Senators are specuiating in sugar stock, that Senators are in 
Mr. THURSTON. Do I understandthattheSenatorfrom'Mas- touch with the sugar barons, Searles, Havemeyer, and others, 

sachusetts is urging an amendment of his own here which has and when we consider the circumstantial evidence, the fact that 
not been reported by the Finance Committee? . there is a trust, a monopoly which notoriously and avowedly 

Mr. HOAR. I do not understand that this is an amendment controls the American market ~nd levies tribute upon the con-
-whichrelates to any duty or section. I submitted it to the Finance sumers as it pleases, and that the American people are helpless in 
Committee and have their approbation of it. the grasp of this octopus, which has throttled our freedom here 

Mr. ALLISON. The amendment was submitted to me here in one sense, through the instrumentality of the Senate, I say, 
and I glanced it over, neither giving it my approbation or other- -sir, that any Senator who undertakes to say that the American 
wise. 

1 
people are treating contemptuously these charge~ against this 

Mr. HOAR. Very well. high body is-entirely mistaken. 
Mr. ALLISON. I did not see any ·special objection to it, but I The_ people want an investigation. They want these charges 

trust the Senator from Massachusetts will at least givetbe Finance cleared up. They want the men who are under accusation cleared 
Committee an opportunity to look into it .as a committee. I hop-e . and tb.e reputation of the Senate restored, or else they want the 
for the present he will withdraw it. men who have sland-ered the Senate punished and denied the 

:Mr. HOAR. Let it be ref-erred. privilege of coming in here to slanderlils. If those men bav-e lied 
Mr. ALLISON. The -committee have before them several prop- on us, then it ought to be shown up. If they can prove the 

ositions respecting commi-ssions. They have one covering the charges which they have made, the Senate should ·act. l was 
entire tariff question, and surely it -seems to me it would be wise going to offer an am-endment that the commission {which, of 
to postpone the consideration of so important a question a-s this course, could be honest and honorable or it could not be, .accord
until we can cons-ider the whole -subject. I hope the Senator from ing to the men selected) should take into the ·scope of its investi
Massachusetts will withdraw his amendment. gation not only the question how sugar is relined and what is a 

Mr. HOAR. Certainly. I submitt-ed it to the Senator in charge reasonable and proper tariff to protect American labor and capital 
of the bill, and he made th~ reply which he has said. I supposed against foreign competition, but whether the sugar trust has used 
the committee were aware that I intended to propose the amend- ·undue means, improper methods to control legislation, and to get 
ment, and that if they had preferrBd that I should postpone it they at the root of how it is and why it is, that the American Senate 
would have -said so. can not touch sugar without being contaminated. 

Mr. ALLISON. I was not aware that the Senator intended to Mr. HOAR. Mr. P .resident, Ide8ire simplytosaythat 'I remain 
propose it. The committee have four or five hundred amendments of my original opinion. We have heard a great deal of talk about 
before them, and it has not been practical for them under the cir- the masses of the American people. Some people seem to havce an 
cumstances to examine all of them. idea that down beyond and below the ken of ordinary men, the 

J\lr. HOAR. I proposed it Friday. One member of the com- men who get their living by honest work, who do then· duty as 
mittee suggested that the schedule was not then disposed of, or honest citizens, is a great seething mass of humanity, which th-ey 
the particular paragraph, I think. I withdrew it and said I would spe.ak of as masses, and which is moved and stin·ed by different 
propose it later. Probably the Senator from lowa did not hear motives and different opinions and ideas than those of persons 
what took place. I move that the amendment be referred to the with whom we deal. 
Committee on Finance. I know through and through the character, the purposes, and 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. President-- the opinions of th~ men who g-e-t their living on the farms and in 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the the workshops of Massachusetts. I am sprung fr-om a nee of 

motion of the Senator from Massachusetts to referthe amendment Massachusetts yeomen. My·friends and kinsmen and acquaint-
to the Committee on Finance. ances and supporters, the men who think with me on questions 

The motion was agreed to. · of politics and social questions and religious "luestions, are of that 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. I wish to make a suggestion in con- class. I know what they are thinking about, if I know anything. 

nection with this matter. Some years ago a proposition was made And I know ~omething of the men who .have built up those 
to take the whole tariff question out of politics and refer it to a thirty-three great manufacturing cities that-shine like resplendent 
commission. It was a Republican movement. The commission jewels in hm· diadem. They are simple, sincere, honest, patriotic, 
was appointed, the tariff question was investigated~ and the com- liberty-loving, country-loving, God-fearing men. Th-ey think no 
mission recommended a reduction of 20 per cent all along tha line. evil; and, so far as they are co:n.cerned, appeal-s to vile prejudices 
Instead of being acted on af.ter it came in, it was incontinently and vile passions, general railing accusations, without specifica
thrown aside and did no good whatever, and, as .a -rule, it made the tion either of man or of witness or fact, fall upon their ears as 
impression on gentlemen who think as i do, who have the same upon deaf ears. 
politics that I have, that the whole p1u·pose of the movement was ·Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator allow me? 
for C.~lay, without accomplishing any good. Mr. HOAR. In a moment. 

Mr. PLATT of Connecticut. Does the Senator from Ar.kansas :Mr. President, the kind of men who make 11p the laborel's on 
refer to the commission which sat in 1883? the farms :and in the workshops of the State of Massachusetts .are 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. I do. the kind of men who .ar-e all over the country. The-re is not any 
Mr. PLATT of Connecticut. That ~ommission was appointed g~eat ilifference in the character or quality of American citizen

upon·a resolution introduced by my predecessor in the Senate, Mr. ship. Their .children and kinsmen have settled the prairies of the 
Eaton. It was not a Republican measure :at all. West, and have gone to the Pacific and are building up a new 

Mr. MILLS. The commission was created by act of Congress. empire to loak out npon Asia as the empire of one hrmdrea years 
Mr. LINDSAY. I desire to ask what action was taken on the ago that our father.s built looked out toward Europe. They are 

motion to :refer the amendment? bm1ding there a larger' a m.ore intelligent~ a more powerful, a 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment was-refeiTeCI. to the more glorious, and a wealthier New England. They are to have 

Committee on Finance. there the streets of a more cultured Boston, the halls of a more 
Mr. LINDSAY. I rose for the purpose of objecting. learned Harvard, the workshops of~ busier Worcester. 
Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I have the gre-atest respect for · The same thing which New England has done f-or the West, 

the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. HoAR], and there is no man Virginia and the old States, with then glQrious history, have 
on either side of the Chamber for whose integrity -of purpose and done, ·are doing, and will do hereafter forthe m.ore southern -paral- · 
honesty and -patriotism I have more respect. The Senator has leis of latitude. 
been here so long and perhaps has been fretted so much by advers-e There is not a more .glorioUB history of republican liberty -and 
newspaper criticism "that he has grown callous and perhaps is not :republican wisdom which ever cou1d be written an this planet 
in touch with tha masses of the American people. That may than the history of the great Commonwealth -of Virginia, which 
account for his utterance a moment ago, that the best-people of is now so honorably :represented in this body. I think I .know, 
this country on both sides, without .regard to party, treat with not from contact but from study, something of the -opinion and 
can tempt the insinuations and accusations which ha-ve been the character and the temper of the people of that section of the 
brought against the integrity of ihe 'Senate in framing the sugar country also. Whatever may have been their opinions or their 
schedule. erro.rs in regard to some constitutional queBtions, :they are an 

Mr. President, if there is one thing of which I .am convinced it honest as they are .a bmve peop-l-e; and the character nf that people 
is that not one in a hundr-ed of the American people is satisfied is impressed upon the m.en who .represent :them in _this .and the 
but that there has been eoiTuption and r-ottenness in tbe framing . other House. Ami I hold that these charges-upon this great bodf 
of tb,e sugar schedules in the two tariff bills, the one which is are not only preposterous, but I think they are infamous. 

. 

. 
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Now I will listen to the Senator from South Carolina. report anything else than is conceded on all sides by the sugar 
Mr. TILLMAN. I desire to state that as to the seething mass trust and those who defend it. It is to inquire, first-

of ignorance which the Senator designates as the masses-- What policy is best adaptad to procuring a sufficient supply of sugar for 
Mr. "FlO\ 1:?,. 'l'hat I nttPrly deny. I said the notion that such the people of the United.States at the least cost, and to encoura~e and pro-

a thing existed was a mistake. mote the raising in the United States of a sufficient supply oi: sugar for 
Mr. TILLMAN. Well. domestic consumption . 
.Mr . ..l:fvA.rl.. .i said there was no such thing in this country. This Senate has settled the last inquiry, that the way to secure 

That is what I said. My language is not to be perverted. a sufficient supply for domestic consumption is to encourage the 
Mr. TILLMAN. I do not want to pervert your statement. I sugar industry by protection such as has never been given to any 

am merely trying to get at the honest interpretation of your words. other industry. Why inquire, when that question has been con
You are the last man I would undertake to misrepresent to his sidered and settled? Why send out a commission to ascertain and 
face. report a fact which has been already considered and decided by 

As I understood the Senator, he seemed to think that he knows the Congress of the United States? Further-
as much about the masses as I do. While I claim no special mis- What amount of duty on imports of sugar is necessary to enable the busi
sion here as a representative of the masses, I do claim to have ness of refining sugar in the United States to be conducted at a reasonable 
come here much more recently than the Senator; to be a farmer; and moderate profit. · 
to have received thousands of letters from my fellow-farmers all We know what the existing duties are. We know that under 
over the North and West and South, hundreds within the last those existing duties the sugar-refining industry each year real
ten days, since this resolution to investigate the sugar fraud or izes inordinate and extortionate profits upon the business at the 
sugar scandal was introduced here; and I know that the Ameri- expense of the people of the countty: and when the Senate comes 
can people do not consider the charges infamous unless we will to act upon the proposition, what shall be done in the face of con
prove them so by bringing the witnesses to the bar of the Senate ceded facts, the Senate increases the protection given to the sugar 
and making them answer the question~ which we now have a trust and thereby declares in favor of increasing its profits. 
right to ask. To hide behind the Senatorial toga and say we are Mr. HOAR. May I ask the Senator from Kentucky a question? 
so pure and high and noble that we can not be investigated is a ltfr. LINDSAY. Yes. sir. 
confession of guilt before the people. That is what it is, and they Mr. HOAR. What amount of duty, in his judgment, is neces-
so consider it; and they will consider the Senate disgraced if it sary to enable the business of refining sugar to be conducted at a 
lies under the accusation already affirmed by respectable corre- reasonable profit? 
spondents over their own signatures and dare not investigate. Mr. LINDSAY. My judgment is, not a single cent of duty in 

To go one step further, Mr. President,~ sai~ when.! introduced excess of that which is levied upon the raw product. 
the resolution that I had no personal ammos1ty agamst any man Mr. HOAR. What amount of duty, absolutely, without any 
or any set of men. I was absolutely impartial in my discussion of regard to what may be done with the raw product? 
the subject, in calling attention to the fact that in 1894 the accu- Mr. LINDSAY. You have decided that the revenue necessities 
satlons lay against the Democratic Finance Committee, while re- of the country determine that Sl. 75 on each 100 pounds of sugar 
cently they lie against the Republican Finance Committee, and is necessary. 
that it did not matter which committee was interested or involved, Mr. HOAR. But the Senator does not accept that decision. I 
the same charge-that the sugar trust controls the Senate and want to know what he thinks is necessary. . 
could get any differential it wanted-led the American people to Mr. LINDSAY. I say 40 per cent ad valorem, without any dif
believe that bribery was·abroad and that men here, either directly ferential whatever, will enable the sugar industry to thrive and 
or indirectly or as attorneys or something else, were receiving un- enable the sugar-refining business to live. 
due compensation and dishonorable money. Mr. HOAR. Does not the Senator think 30 per cent ad valorem 

I believe it, and I have asked for an investigation. I have had would do it? . 
information furnished me which says that they will prove that Mr. LINDSAY. I am willing to try it. 
Senators have speculated in sugar stock. If they do not fm·nish Mr. HOAR. Does the Senator think 30 per cent ad valorem 
it, they are liars. Until you give them the opportunity to prove it would be a sufficient rate? 
you are convicted by yom· own action of being afraid to investi- Mr. LINDSAY. I prefer leaving that question to those engaged 
gate for fear you will find that you have in yom· midst bribe in the indu~try. I know by the experience of the last three years 
t-akers and corrupt men. that 40 per cent is abundant. 

:hfr. LIND;::)AY. In paragraph 206, page 63, line 22, I move to Mr. HOAR. My honorable friend does not quite answer my 
sti"ike out "ninety-five one-hundredths" and· to insert in lieu question. I do not want to press it unduly, but I ask him if he 
thereof "eight-tenths;" so as to read: thinks 30 per cent would do it? 

On all sugar which has gone through a process of refl.oiug, 1 cent and eight- Mr. LINDSAY. I think it would. 
tenths of 1 cent per pound. Mr. HOAR. Does he think 20 per cent would? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 1fr. LIND8AY. But it is not a question of 30 per cent. 
amendment of the Senator from Kentucky. Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator be kind enough to tell me if he 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. President, if this amendment be adopted, thinks 20 per cent ad valorem would be enough? 
there will benoquestion about the sugarrefinerreceiving a differ- Mr. LINDSAY. Thatisamethodofcross-exaroination towhich 
ential of 5 cents·on each 100 pounds in.. addition to the 38 cents to I do not think I ought to submit. 
be paid him or to be paid by the importer for his benefit on account Mr. HOAR. I will state what I wanted to get at, if the Sana-
of the export duties paid by the German Government to those tor will pardon me. 
who export refined sugars from that country to the United States. Mr. LINDSAY. Yes. 
If you take 96 degrees polariscopic test, it will leave a difference Mr. HOAR. Will he tell us the lowest amount of protection 

of 17 cents on the hundred pounds between rawsugar andre~ned ad valorem thathe thinks would do it? I do not want to put half 
sugar, and that is more than the differential under the existing I a dozen questions. I want to get-- · 
tariff law. · · Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Mr. President--

! find that under the tariff law as it now exists the American Mr. HOAR. No, no. I want to know if the Senator will tell 
Sugar Refining Company declares annually upon $37,500,000 pf I us the lowest that he thinks will do it. . 
common stock 12 per cent dividend~ and. upon $37,500,000 of pre- Mr. LINDSAY. I will say that 30 per cent will do it and has 
fened stock 7 per cent dividend, making an average upon its done it. In my opinion, that would be ample protection. . 
capital stock of $75,000,000 of 9t per cent profits each year. Mr. HOAR. Now, will the Senator tell me whether 20 per cent 

Out of seventy-seven stocks representing railroads and indlistrial will do it? 
corporationsreportedbyHenryClewsthereisnotasinglestockthat Mr. LINDSAY. The Senator would then ask me if I thought 
pays such dividends as are being paid bythesugarrefiningcompany. 15 would. 
It is a clear case, therefore, that this industry, under existing law, Mr. HOAR. Certainly. 
is receiving benefits under our revenue system that it ought not Mr. LINDSAY. And then if I thought 10 ~ould. . 
to receive, even if it be admitted that the $75,000,000 of stock rep- Mr. JONES of Arkansas. If the Senator will permit me--
resents $75,000,000 of cash actually invested in the enterprise; and Mr. HOAR. Allow me ~ne minute. It is very obvious that the 
no man pretends that it represents more than half that amount of Senator from Kentucky hunself does not know and has not an 
cash. Take the actual money invested in this ·combination at opinion as to what is the lowest practicable limit. 
$37,500,000, and it is paying to-day 19 per .cent in the way of diyi- Mr. JONES of Arkansas: . I.onl~ ask the.Senat01: from Ma~sachu
dends-dividends such as are not approXImated by any other m- setts to look at the proposition fairly. J?s questiOn submitted to 
dustry whose stocks are reported this week by Henry Clews & Co. the Senator from Kentucky was what difference there should be 

Now, the Senator from Massachusetts proposes that we shall between the tariff on the raw and the refined sugars to enable the 
send out a committee to ascertain certain facts. I submit to the refiners to live. 
Senate that concerning the existence of those facts there is no dis- Mr. HOAR. No; I did not ask that question. 
pute. When this committee comes back and reports, it can not Mr. JONES of Arkansas. What was the Senator's question? 
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Mr. HOAR. What amount of duty would enable the business 

of refining sugar to be conducted in this country at a reasonable 
and moderate profit? I did not say anything about raw sugar or 
manufactured sugar. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Verv well. I understand the Senator 
from Kentucky answered the same that was levied on the raw. 
That was a distinct and plain answer, which would apply to any 
ratethatcouldbeimposed. Hemeantifyouput40percentonraw, 
40 per cent would be the rate on the refined. If you put 50 per 
cent on the raw, it would be 50 on the refined, and no more. 

Mr. HOAR. Suppose raw was free. 
Mr. LINDSAY. Then nothing. 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Then, in his opinion, the refined 

should be free. That was the effect of his answer. It was plain. 
Mr. HOAR. I did not ask the Senator whether he thought it 

should be free. I asked him whether the business could be con
ducted at a reasonable and moderate profit at a particular duty. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. His answer was that it required no 
additional tariff above that on raw to make the interest succeed, 
and that was a clear and distinct business answer. 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Havemeyer stated in 1880 that if you 
would give him free sugar he needed no protection whatever. 
He said that he would undersell the English in their own markets 
if you would give him free sugar. In 1890 the Republican party 
gave the sugar trust free sugar, and in the face of the statement 
of Mr. Havemeyer that he needed no protection whatever, it gave 
to the sugar trust 50 cents on each 100 pounds of sugar by way 
of a subsidy to it. As was said this morning, the bill came over 
from the House with 40 cents on each 100 pounds, and for some 
reason, which the Republican side of the Chamber can proba
bly explain, it was raised from 40 to 50 cents on the hundred 
pounds. 

Three yea.rs ago the Senator did not think the sugar industry 
needed any such encouragement or any such protection as it is 
now proposed to give it. The original report from the Finance 
Committee in 1893 as to the tax on sugar was as follows: 

All sugars, tank bottoms, sirups of cane juice or of beet juice, melada, con
centrated melad.a, concrete and concentrated molasses testing by the polari
scope not above 80 degrees shall pay a duty of 1 cent per pound, and for every 
additional degree or ioraction of a degree above 80 degrees and not above 90 
degrees shown by the polariscope test, shall pay one one-hundreth of a cent 
per pound additional, and above 90 degrees and not above 98 degrees, for 
every additional degree or fraction of a degree shown by the polariscope 
test, shall pay a duty of two one-hundredths of a cent per pound additional, 
and upon all sugar testing above 98 degrees by polariscope test, or above No. 
16 by the Dutch standard in color, there shall be levied and collected a duty 
of one-eighth of 1 cent per pound in addition to the duty imposed upon sugars 
testing above 98 degrees. · 

Afterwards the committee fell upon the ad valorem principle 
and reported that portion of the bill which is now a law. The 
junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] moved to substi
tute for that provision the original report of the committee. On 
the call of the yeas and nays every Senator on the other side of 
the Chamber voted in favor of it, and my friend from Massach:a
setts [Mr. HOAR] voted in favor of it. 

The pending bill commences with a cent at 75 degrees, and adds 
three-tenths of a cent for every additional degree. Three years 
ago the other side of the Chamber was in favor of giving to the 
sugar indu.stry a tariff at the rate of 1 cent a pound for 80 degrees, 
and an additional one-hundredth of a cent up to 96 degrees, and 
then two hundredths of a cent above, and one-eighth of a cent 
differential. If in 1893 that was all the protection the sugar in
dustry ought to have had, how is it that in 1897 it is indispensable 
that we shall give to it nearly 50 per cent more protection than 
was then necessary? At 1.80, or 1 cent and eight-tenths, the dif
ferential will be 17 cents, ample to pay the difference of expense 
in converting raw into refined sugar. Under the present law less 
than 170,000,000 pounds of refined sugar found its way into the 
American market, against 3,600,000,000 pounds consumed by the 
American people. The present tariff is almost a tariff of exclu
sion, and this bill as it now stands, if enacted into law, will be 
a tariff of absolute exclusion. 

Let us see how the refined sugar from foreign countries gets into 
this country at all and finds a market. I read from the Journal 
of Commerce of last Friday the New York market: 

Granulated sugar, American, sold by the American ouga.r Refinery at 4t 
cents per pound. 

And the sugar of every American refinery sold at the same price. 
But when you come to the foreign sugar, it sold at from 41- to 4-icents 
a pound, three-eighths of a cent less in the market than the Amer
ican refined sugar sold at. Therefore no foreigner can now bring 
his sugar here and sell it in competition with the pl'Otected sugar 
of the sugar trust under the existing law unless he under bids the 
sugar trust, and with the willingness to underbid the trust, last 
year only 170,000,000 pounds were brought in out of a consump
tion of 3,600,000,000 pounds. 

In the face of all, the Senate, true to its instincts, true to its his· 
tory, in 1890, instead of reducing or accepting the protection given 

by the House of Representatives; has -increased .the protection 
given by the House of Representatives. One cent and eight hun· 
dred and seventy-five thousandths of a cent was just as much as 
the other House thought ought to be given to the sugar trust on 
refined sugar. The Senate thinks that 1 cent and ninety-five one
hundredths ought to be given, and it appears from the newspaper 
accounts of the executive sessions held by our friends on the other 
side-which are no more secret than the executive sessions which 
are from time· to time held by the Senate-that there are Senators 
on the other side who believe that the mcrease from eight hundred 
andseventy-fivethou.sandthstoninety-fiveone-hundredthsinvolves 
a subsidy to the sugar tru.st of from four to five million dollars a 
year. Under existing laws, 9t per cent, or nearly $10,000,000, is 
paid out to the sugar trust in the way of profits. Under t.he law 
as it will be, if the pending bill be adopted, the profits will be from 
thirteen to fifteen million dbllars. 

Mr. ALLISON. Mr. President, the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. LINDSAY] now proposes to strike out what has been inserted 
already in Committee of the Whole and insert eight-tenths or 
eighty one-hundredths. I shall make a point of order upon that 
amendment, that we can not strike. out what has been inserted and 
insert something else later on. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Will the Senator allow me to inter· 
rupt him right there? 

Mr. ALLISON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. When this bill was taken up, among 

the first amendments offered was one involving almost the same 
point. I then asked the question if technical points were to be 
made, or if we should have to be careful in offering amend
ments so as not to forfeit our rights of subsequently offering 
amendments to amendments which had been adopted. :My un· 
derstanding was that it was stated on the other side of the Cham· 
ber that there was to be no technical advantage taken qn things 
of that kind. I respectfully submit, therefore, that a vote ought 
to be allowed on this amendment if any Senator wants it. 

Mr. ALLISON. On the statement of the Senator from Arkan· 
sas, I shall not insist on my point. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. I think that is fair. 
Mr. ALLISON. I intend to deal as faidy as I can, but hereafter 

when we have taken a vote, as we have on this subject, I think we 
will never end a question unless we abide by the vote upon :i.t. 

Mr. President, I want to say a few words in opposition to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Kentucky, and in order 
that I may speak intelligently, at least to myself,, I want to make 
some comparisons as to this bill as reported by the Senate Com
mittee on Finance and as to the bill as it came to us from the 
House of Representatives. 

The only change which is of value in this discussion which has 
been proposed by the Senate Committee on Finance is the change 
that applies to sugars above No. 16 Dutch standard in color and 
to refined sugars. We also have proposed-which has not yet 
been voteil upon--that sugars testing 87 degrees by the polari
scope and less shall pay one-tenth of a cent less per pound than 
the sugars above 87. Those two amendments are the only amend
ments which have been proposed by the Finance Committee to this 
schedule. 

What is the House schedule? The House schedule begins with 
sugars which test 75 degrees by the polariscope, and fixes the duty 
upon those sugars at 1 cent a pound. It then has an ascending 
scale for each. degree of the polariscope of three one-hundredths 
of a cent per pound running through the entire scale. Now, I 
want to ask Senators why it is that three one-hundredths of a cent 
is applied to each degree of the polarjscope? I want to call the 
attention of my friend from Kentucky to the answer which I will 
give, and that is, that it is the result of absolute experiment, as 
shown not by the value of sugar in the various markets of the 
world, but as shown by the value of the sugar in the great port 
of New York, where all sugars are equalized in the local market, 
whatever may have been the price paid for those sugars in Ma
nila, or in Egypt, or in any of the islands of the sea. 

Therefore it was that what is known as the merchants' sched
ule was established. Who are these merchants? They are a • 
committee of the great merchants of New York, not refiners of 
sugar! but those who deal with sugar in the markets of the 
world. They came before the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives and, as shown in their testimony, 
they disclosed that these v:ariou.s sugars in bond in the city of 
New York, including the original market price in the place of 
production, including the cost of transportation from the place 
of production to the city of New York, including commjssions 
and all local charges in the place of exportation, and every ele
ment which enters into the price of these raw sugars, are all 
equalized, because they come there to one common market, and 
you must take that scale which is disclosed in the table presented 
bytheSenator from Missouri [Mr. VEST] as respects these various 
values of sugar. . 

' 
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When the !louse t>f Representatives fixed this scale of three one
hundredths of a cent as a proper ascending scale covering the mar
ket value of all these sugars in the great city of New York, they 
found that scale to be so equally and evenly adjusted that the 
highest variation was only a fraction of two one-hundredths of a 
cent on the various grades. In other words, it was an equal and 
exact equilibrium as respects every ounce of sugar imported 
int<> the United States from all the countries outside of our 
boundaries. • 

That being the scale, what is the effect of that scale? It is that 
whether I purchase sugars in the Philippine Islands, whether I 
purchase them in Egypt, or whether I purchase centrifugal sugars 
in Cuba or San Domingo, when I get those sugars into the common 
market of consumption, whether that consumption·is for refining 
or for other purposes, there is an exact equivalent of every class of 
sugar. Therefore, in the nature of things, there can be no prac
tical profit arising from these sugars to the refiner of sugars; and 
so it is that this ascending scale, running up from 96 degrees of 
the polariscope, discloses a duty upon sugar of 1.63 cents per pound 
as a.~ainst 1 cent per pound upon sugars that test only 75. 

Whilst this is true in the market of New Yorl{, I agree that it 
is not mathematically true as to sugars in other respects. I could 
have shown, had I not been anxious to secure a vote upon the 
former amendment proposed by the Senator from Kentucky, that 
the duty on all the sugars that are used by the refiners of sugar 
in the United States to the extent of 75 per cent, at least, of those 
sugars under this schedule, without the differential which is here 
found, would be more than the duty upon the refined sugars. I 
made this calculation myself for the purpose of satisfying myself 
of its absolute accuracy; and !found that sugars testing 95 degrees 
by the polariscope-and it is well known that all the sugars which 
are refined by the American refiners are sugars that are imported 
testing 88 degrees or more, only a few coming in under that test
the large body come in from 95 to 96. 

Now, take sugar testing 95 degrees, and the duty by this bill, 
without the differential upon that sugar, would be 1.75 per hun
dred pounds and forty-four one-thousandths in addition; in other 
words, the sugars that are refined in the United States under the 
scale proposed by the Senator from Kentucky a few moments ago 
would pay more per pound than would the refined sugars. Sugars 
testing 96 would pay 51.75 and seventeen one-hund1·edths; sugars 
testing 97 would pay 81.75 and twenty-nine one hundredths-speak
ing only in round numbers-those testing 98, $1.75 and thirty one
hundredths, and those testing 99, $1.75 and twenty-two one· hun
dredths. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Would the Senator object to stating 
how he arrives at those figures? 

1\!r. ALLISON. Certainly not. I was about to state that I ar
rived at those fig-UI·es by taking the number of pounds of raw sugar 
which are required to produce a given number of pounds of refined 
sugar-that is to say, given the number of pounds of raw sugar 
that will produce 100 pounds of refined sugar, I find, taking the 95-
degree polariscopic test, that it will take 120.54 pounds of raw 
sugar to make 100 pounds of refined sugar, according to the abso
lute\¥ accurate test made by Secretary Carlisle as Secretary of the 
Treasury, and produced by him, as I have been told, after the 
mos~ accurate calculations of the best chemists and experts ob
tainable on the sugar question. 

l\1r. JONES of Arkansas. Does the Senator mean that to apply 
to 3ugar testing 95 degrees? 

Mr. ALLISON. I mean that to apply to sugar testing 95 or 96 
degrees, or whatever it may be. 

Mr. WHITE. I understand th·e Senator takes the Treasury 
table heretofore alluded to as No. 102, and from that calculation 
is made the printed table we have had. 

Mr. ALLISON. I do. 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. That table shows that it takes 107 

pounds of sugar testing 96, instead of 120 pounds. 
:Mr. ALLISON. I had the table here a moment ago. I find I 

was mistaken in the statement. 
Mr. WRITE. I think the Senator will find the figures other

wise on that test . 
1\Ir. ALLISON. Has the Senator the table which was produced 

by the Senator from 1\lissouri? 
Mr. WIDTE. It was put in the RECORD, and will be f~und on 

page 1987. 
Mr. ALLISON. I had the paper here a moment ago. 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Possibly the Senator may have mixed 

his figures. 
Ml·. ALLISON. I have not mixed my figures. 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. It is the 88 sugar which takes 128 

pcunds, and not the 96, which takes but 107. 
Mr. ALLISON. Not having the table before me, lam not able 

to qu0te the figures with absolute accuracy. 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. I understand the process by which 

the Senator arrives at his figures. 
Mr. ALLISON. I take the 95 sugar, of which it takes109pounda 

and thirty-four one-hundredths, and I find that this bill gives upon 
that class of raw sugar a higher duty upon 100 pounds than is 
given by the House bill upon sugars testing 100. I am talking 
about the billllB it came from the other House. I am undertaking 
to show, if I can, that as to the amendment proposed by the Sen
ate committee and as to the bill as it came from the House, the 
difference is only in one single thing, and that is that we allow 
1.95 as against 1.875 in the bill as it came from the House, or a 
diffeTence of 7t cents a hundred pounds. 

Mr. LINDSAY. I submit to the Senator that that increase was 
the only criticism I made upon the bill as reported by the Senate 
Committee on Finance. 

·Mr_ ALLISON. But the Senator undertook to show that there 
was in this bill, by this ascending scale, a benefit to the refiners 
without reference to what we call the differential. 

Mr. LINDSAY. No. I undertook to show that whenever you 
pass 96 degrees the refiner gets the benefit of your ascending 
scale. Up to 96 degrees the sugar producer and refiner proceed 
side by side. 

:Mr. ALLISON. That is where the Senator is mistaken. I have 
the absolute .calculation here of sugars testing 96 and those sugars 
necessary to make a pound of refined sugar will b~ obliged to pay 
a duty of 1. 7517 instead of paying a duty of 1. 75, as sugars testing 
100 would under this sliding scale. So when theSenatorsaysthat 
there is a protection or differential lying in this scale, running 
from 75 degrees of the polariscope to 100 degrees, I reply that that 
protection or differential is not to be seen. 

Now I present a table which I have intended for some·days to 
put into the RECORD, and I ask leave to do it now. This table 
shows the differentials under the bHl as it came from the House, 
under our Senate amendments, and under the present law, and I 
challenge contradiction when I say that the differential under the 
existing law is higher and greater than under the schedule that 
lies before us. 

Mr. STEW ART. That is, the Senate amendment is less. 
Mr. ALLISON. The Senate amendment is less in differential 

than the existing law. I have here-and I ask that it be inserted 
in the RECORD-a table showing this, and I challenge a contradic
tion of the accuracy of this table. Taking the average prices of 
the refined sugars as shown, not at 2.30, but ht 2.47, which is the 
average value of sugars; taking the German suga1·s, the first marks, 
so called, which are the cheapest, and taking the prices of Holland 
refined and the prices of English refined, and averaging them all, 
making 2.47, I am tired of the accusation that we have increased . 
here, by 40, 41, 43, 52, and 59 per cent, the protection or the differ
ential to sugar refiners. 

The table referred to is as follows: 

Rate. Differential. 

Degrees. Price. Pro. 
Act of 1891. House. Proposed 189!. House. posed 

Seun.te. Sen-
ate. 

Cents. Perct. Ots. Cts. P~1·ct. Cts. Perct. Cents. Cents. Cents. '45 ____ ____ 88.65 4tl=35. 46 100 =ll2.80 90 = 101.!) 56.29 40.82 62.99 76 ________ 9-!.84 4.0 = 37.94 103 =108. 00 93= !18 56.3-l 38.34: 00.32 77 ________ 101.0i 4tl=40.42 106 =104.90 96 = 95 53.53 3.1). 97 57.76 78 ________ 107. 22 40 = 42.88 109 =101.66 99 = 92.3 51.80 33.72 55.33 79 ________ lli3.42 40= 45.37 112 = 9 .74 102= 89. 9 48.14 31.58 53.01 so ________ 119.61 «1 = 47.84 ll5 = 96.15 105= 87.7 45. 59 29.55 50.78 8L _______ 125. 1 4tl =50.32 118 93.79 108= 85.8 43.12 27.63 48.68 
s;, __ - ----- 132. 00 «1=52.80 121 = 91.66 111= 84 4{). 75 25.83 46.69 sa ________ 138.19 40=55. 28 124 89.93 ll4= 82.5 38.48 23.94 44.61 84, ________ 144.38 40 = 57.75 127 = 87.96 117= 81 36.29 22. 55 43.0i 85 ________ 150.57 40=60.23 130 = 86.33 120= 79.7 34,.20 21.09 41.39 8(j ________ 156.77 40 = 62. 70 133 = 84-.83 123= 7.4 32.21 19. 73 39.84 
87 __ ------ 162. 96 40 = 65.18 136 83.45 126= 77.3 30.30 18.50 38.43 

169.15 40=67. 66 139 = 82.2 139= 82.2 28.48 17.35 . 24.85 89 ________ 175.34 40=70. 14 142 = 80.9 142= 80.9 26. 76 16.33 . 23.83 
9() ____ , ___ 179.98 40 = 71. 98 145 = 80.6 145= 80.6 25.88 15.43 22.93 !}}_ _______ 185.125 40=7-l.05 148 = 79.9 148= 79.9 24.80 H:. G2 22.12 92 ________ 100. 29 40=76.12 151 = 79.3 151= 79.3 23. 1 13.95 21.45 93 _______ _ 195.46. 40=78.18 1M = 78.7 154= 78.7 22.91 13. 88 20.88 9-! ________ 201.42 40=80. 57 157 = 77.9 157= 77.9 21. 71 12.82 20.32 95 ________ 207.18 40=82. 87 160 = 77.2 160 = 77.2 20.69 12. 56 20.06 96 ________ 212.795 40=85.12 163 ·. = 76.6 163= 76.6 19. 2 12.33 19. 83 97 _______ _ 215. 89 4tl= 86.35 166 = 76.9 166= 76.9 2().11• 12. 20 19.70 
98_ - - ----- 219. 06 40 = 7.62 169 = 77.1 169= 77.1 20. 41 12. 20 19.70 
99_ ------· 222.15 40 =88.86 112 = 77.4 172= 77.4 20.78 12.28 19.78 
lOlL------ 223.71 4tl=89.48 175 78.2 175= 78.2 21.82 12.50 20.00 
Refined_ 24:7.00 (*) 187.5= 75.9 195= 78.9 _ .......... ---- ........ -.......... 

•40 per cent and t = 111.30. 

Mr. WHITE. Will the Senator f1·om Iowa permit me to aak 
him a question? 

Mr. ALLISON. Certainly. 
Mr. WHITE. In the presence of the Senator from Iowa, the 

Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH], who at that time had 
charge of this bill, and who is now ill, stated that the differential 
in the bill as it came from the House was greater than the differ
ential in the then Senate bill, and he inserted in his remarks a 
table wllich, if correct, demonstrated the truth of that statement. 
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Now, I desire to know whether anything that has transpired since 
that time, any elucidation or light, has convinced the Senator 
from Iowa that his colleague upon the committee, who then had 
charge of the bill, was in error? · 

Mr. ALLISON. I am not dealing with the statements of the 
Senator from Rhode Island, nor am I dealing with the prices as 
estimated by him. I am taking the prices which appear in these 
tables, which are the true prices, not those fm.· one month, Jan
uary, which the Senator from Rhode Island took; not the current 
prices, but the average prices. That table is based upon the aver
age prices of this class of raw sugar during the four months 
beginning on the 1st day of January and ending on the 1st day of 
May. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Will the Senator from Iowa be good 
enough to explain what basis he takes for refined sugar? He 
quotes the price of raw sugar here, but he does not state in this 
table what the price of refined sug-ar is, from which he calculates 
the difference. 

Mr. ALLISON. The prices of raw sugar are found in the first 
column of the table. The prices of refined sugar are found right 
under th~ $2.47. I have not taken the prices of January, as 
suggested by the Senator ffom Rhode Island, but I have taken the 
actual prices as furnished by the public record, the average prices 
of raw and refined sugar for the four months ending on the 1st 
day of May. · 

Mr. WHITE. The Senator from Iowa is mistaken when he 
says January was taken. March was taken. · 

Mr. ALLISON. March was taken by the Senator from Rhode 
Island for the price of refined sugar. He took the price upon a 
single day of what is called "first marks refined sugar/' which, of 
course, as Senators know, is rather an inferior kind of refined 
sugar that comes from Germany, but a kind that is largely im
ported. 

Mr. CAFFERY. Will the Senator kindly tell me what is the 
differential in the table between raw and refined? 

Mr. ALLISON. I have made a scale there running about 
twenty one-hundredths in the Senate schedule. 

I will say another thing with respect to this schedule, because I 
do not hesitate to state the method whereby this result was 
reached. The method does not include the countervailing duty 
put on under this bill and not put on in the Senate; and I have 
been amazed that, with all the zeal for the reduction of the enor
mous differential to the refiners, some Senator on the other side of 
the Chamber has not risen in his place and moved to strike out the 
three-eighths of a cent. Why is it that the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. LINDSAY], with his zeal and his energy and his activ
ity, does not address himself to the question of striking out the 
three-eighths differential, as he calls it, which is found in this same 
paragraph? Why does he stop at the suggestion of 5 cents a hun
dred pounds, when there lies right under his eyes and on his table 
a proposition where, by a single amendment which he could pro
pose, he could strike down the refiners' thirty-eight one-hundredths 

·of a cent. 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Where is that in this paragraph? 

On what page is it? 
Mr. ALLISON. Here it is in this provision; I wish to read it, 

and I want to know why it is that Senators on the other side of 
the Chamber strain at a gnat and swallow a camel. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. Please answer my question. 
Mr. LINDSAY. Where is the three-eighths? 
M..r. ALLISON. If the Senator has not investigated the bill far 

enough to know, I will point it out to him. 
Mr. JONES of Arkansas. I will say to the Senator that that 

was stricken out on his own motion, and it is out of the paragraph 
now. 

Mr. ALLISON. I do not understand that it is out qf the para
graph. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. It is, and the RECORD will so show. 
It was done on the Senator's own motion, and therefore there is 
no occasion for anybody else to draw any amendment of the sort. 

Mr. ALLISON. If that is out on my own motion, and they 
thought it was out, why is it that they are insisting in every 
debate and in every table that it is in? 

Mr. JONES of A1·kansas. Because the Senator has it in another 
paragraph later on in the bill, which will be reached hereafter. 
That is the reason. 

Mr. ALLISON. I want the Senator from Arkansas to open up 
the debate on the countervailing duty, that we may show, as we 
can show now, that this countervailing duty is only an imitation 
and an emu1ation of his own committee in 1894, when they pro
vided a tenth of a cent countervailing duty upon refined sugar 
and tho same countervailing duty upon raw sugars. 

Mr. JONES of Arkansas. We will be ready for it when we get 
there. 

Mr. ALLISON. I hope the Senator will. 
MI·. LINDSAY. I want the Senator from Iowa to do me the 

justice at least to say that it does not rest upon me to move to 

strike out three-eighths, or to make any motion in regard to that 
retaliatory duty until we reach it. When we reach it, we will try 
to attend to it. -

Mr. ALLISON. · I did not know it was out. I supposed it was 
still there. I made my remarks upon that basis. Whilst Sena
tors were discussing this question as a fixed fact, I wanted to call 
their attention to the mountain that is in their pathway as com
pared with this molehill. 

Mr. TIL.LMAN. Will the Senator from Iowa allow me to call 
his attention to the fact that he has just confessed that the duty 
now proposed is in emulation-I believe that was the very word-

Mr. LINDSAY. Imitation. 
Mr. TILLMAN. Imitation and emulation of the villainies prac· 

ticed by his Democratic colleagues three years ago. 
Mr. ALLISON. Fortunately for me, I do not indulge in the 

epithets of the Senator from South Carolina. I did not call it a 
villainy. 

1\ir, TILLMAN. That is my word. 
Mr. ALLISON. Nor do I think it is a villainy. I believe that 

the provision in the act of 1894 was a necessary provision, as I 
believe also that this is a necessary one. 

Mr. ·LINDSAY. If the Senator will pardon me, I will say that 
the act of 1894 gives 10 cents., and this measure proposes to give 38 
cents, and the sugar refiners are declaring 9t per cent pro-fit on 
$75,000,000 worth of stock and are paying the difference between 
10 and 38 at the p1·esent time. 

Mr. ALLISON. When this differential was pu~ upon the bill 
in 1894, the duty upon raw sugar was less than 10 cents a hundred 
pounds, and the duty upon refined sugar was 10 cents a hundred 
pounds. Since that time the German Government, I believe in 
May last, and I call the attention of the Senator to the fact, in
creased their bounty upon raw sugar to twenty-eight one-hun
dredths of a cent or twenty-seven and a fraction one-hundredths, 
a.nd upon refined sugar to thirty-eight one-hundredths and a frac
tion. It was only the difference, at most, between the raw and the 
refined upon which they secured this advantage. But what I am 
complaining of is that in the tables which have been preEtented 
here this 10 cents countervailing duty is not computed, nor is the 
27 cents a hundred pounds computed upon the raw sugar, but 
there is thirty-eight one-hundredths of a cent computed upon re
fined sugar. Every Senator who has spoken, so far as I know, has 
taken it absolutely for granted that the protection on refined sugar 
is thirty-eight one-hundredths of a cent in this bill because of the 
fact that there is thirty-eight one-hundredths of a cent bounty by 
the laws of Germany. 

Mr. L~NDSAY. 1 will ask the Senator if three-quarters of the 
crude sugar does not come from countries. that pay no eA-port 
bounty? 

Mr. ALLISON. Then my answer to the Senator is, Why was 
it put· in the act of 1894? That act was intended to reach the 
bounty of sugar-producing countries, and it was put in there be
cause those who were responsible then believed that there must 
be a countervailing duty in order that the refiners of this country 
should be placed upon an equality with the refiners of Europe. 

Now I will ask my friend another question. Suppose it should 
turn out that instead of" these sugars coming into the United 
States to be refined they should go to Montreal or Holland., if you 
please, or to England. What would be the protection to our re
finers against sugar refined there from those sugars? It is 1.875 
cents or 1.95 cents a pound. as the case may be. 

Mr. LINDSAY. I will say that there is no danger of those 
sugars going to Montreal or anywhere else to be refined, if my 
amendment be adopted. The complete answer to the question 
lies not in ascertaining how many pounds of sugar the sugar trust 
says it has to buy in m·der to make a ~und of refined sugar, but 
in what does the business of the sugar trust domonstra.te. It 
demonstrat-es that, notwithstanding the change of conditions in 
the country, sugar stock has remained above par all the time, and 
since this bill ha.s been under diseussion it has gone up 5, 6, 8, or 
10 points, and sold Saturday last at 126. · 

Mr. ALLISON. The Senator from Kentucky can get me into 
no argument upon that question. I have not taken the figures of 
the sugar trust. I have taken the figures of his friend John G. 
Carlisle, Secretary of the Treasury, and I have made every calcu
lation upon his computations and not upon the computations of 
the sugar trust 

Mr. LINDSAY. And Mr. Carlisle got the figures from the sugar 
refiners, because no one else understands the trade well enough to 
give the figures. _ 

Mr. ALLISON. If the Senator from Kentucky will pa1·don me, 
that is simply an absurdity. There are men connected with the 
Treasury (they may not be quite so familiar with the tests of sugar 
and the value of sugar as are the men who for long years have 
been engaged practically in the business) and there are men now 
in the employ of the custom-house in New York who have been 
there for twenty or twenty-five years, and they as experts know 
all about the sugar question. 
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Mr. CAFFERY. Mr. President-
Yr. ALLISON. I am not to be diverted now, if my friend the 

Senator from Louisiana will excuse me, by any table which he 
inserted the other day, prepared by an expert whom I do not know 
and who certainly has not the responsibility of government. 

Mr. CAFFERY. I am not going to mention the table. I wish 
simply to ask the Senator a question. He, I understand, has pre
sented a schedule of prices different from the prices presented by 
the Senator from Rhode Island. I should like to ask him why he 
has discarded the prices given by the Senator from Rhode Island 
and t.aken new prices? 

Mr. ALLIS_ON. I did not discard the suggestions made by any 
Senator. I have not discarded the suggestions made by the Sena
tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. CAFFERY. I am not talking about the suggestions, but 
of the fact, of the prices. The Senator from Rhode Island made 
his calculation upon certain prices of sugar . . The Senator from 
Iowa, I understand, has offered a calculation based upon other 
prices. Now, I desire t-o know why he has taken other prices and 
not maintained those of the Senator from Rhode Island? 

Mr. ALLISON. I have done that to get rid of some confusion 
which early existed in my own mind, and I hope in some way to 
bring othe1· Senators to the opinion I now entertain. If I have 
failed to explain that, I have failed in part in my object. 

I stated that the schedule of specific rates of duty, with the con
tinuous ascending scale of three one-hundredths of a cent per 
pound, is a s~le not based upon the price of sugar in the Philippine 
Islands, as the price of the Senator from Rhode Island was, not 
bas~cl upon the price of sugar in Egypt, as the price of the Senator 
from Rhode Island was, or in any of the islands of the sea, but is 
the price of sugars in bond in the city of New York, as shown by 
tables presented by merchants in New York and incorporated by 
the Senator from Missouri; and upon these tables (and they are 
tables from which most of the calculations have been made) I 
have demonstrated, at least to my own satisfaction, that the rate 
as it is proposed here is a less rate of duty than that in the exist
ing law. ln a good many cases I agree that it is only a fraction 
1ess, but in every case except one or two it is less. 

Mr. CAFFERY. Whatever the prices may be, I wish to ask the 
Senator from Iowa whether by this ascending scale, from 75 de
grees up, the rates are not clearly ascertained. Given the number 
of pounds of raw sugar it takes to make a pound of refined sugar 
and given this ascending scale, is ~ot that a _true criterion of the 
duty and not variable prices here and there? 

Mr. ALLISON. I do not argue that question now, because the 
Senate itself has accepted that. It comes here with the experience 
and observation of the merchants of New York, and we have 
adopted it and incorporated it here in our schedule, and therefore 
I do not go beyond that in the suggestions I make. 

Mr. President, the question after all is, What is the differential? 
My answer to that, and if it is not a truthful answer then f am to 
be corrected, is that it is the duty upon 100 pounds of refined sugar 
as compared with the duty upon the number of pounds of raw 
sugar required to produce 100 pounds of refined sugar. There
fore it is that on the ascending scale which I have named, sugars 
that are refined are practically upon an even keel, taking the 
sugars from 88 or 89 to 97. 

Now, then, we come face to face with the main question, because 
I take it that after all our zeal for the destruction of a trust or 
combination, if you please, will not run so far that we will de
stroy the refining industry in the United States. It has been 
stated here, and of that r speak only from information and not 
from knowledge, that 70 per 9ent of the sugars-some have said 
here in debate that it is only 66 per cent, or two-thirds-that are 
refined is in the control of what is known as the American sugar 
trust. Of course, the remainder is refined here and there, inde
pendent of the trust. I do not know how that may be, but I do 
know that it would be the height of unwisdom for us to transfer 
to Germany, or to Holland, or to Great Britain, or to our neigh
bor on the north, as my colleague [Mr. GEARj suggests to me, the 
business of refining four thousand million pounds of sugar. 

That being true, the question for us to consider here is what is 
a fair and proper differential in order to give such protection to 
the business of sugar refining as will keep it in the United States. 
In 1883 that differential varied from 75 to 125, and yet we have 
heard on this floor to-day that under that high differential such 
was the difficulty in r efining suga,rs that there was a practical loss 
and many 1·efinera went out of business. 

Mr. GEAR. Let me remind my colleague that the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. MILLS], who was chairman of the committee that 
framed the bill named after him, only proposed to reduce that pro
tection 20 per cent. 

Mr. ALLISON. Yes; I am glad to be reminded of that fact. 
The Senator from Texas will allow me to interpolate another sug
gestion right here. I believe that more than half the paragraphs 
in this bill contain less rates of duty than were provided in the 
bill of 1888, called the Mills bill. But I do not allude to that ex-

cept to say that this fact illustrates how rapidly prices have gone 
down, how succes3ful our manufacturers have been, and how 
large a share of the products of manufactures are now made in 
this country, enabling us to reduce the rates of duty. 

Mr. STEWART. Du I understand t he Senator to say that the 
protection given to the trust in tho bill by the Senate amendment 
is less than under the act of 1894? 

Mr. ALLISON. I say that, from these tables. and in doing so I 
do not take into account -the differential that arises from this 
thirty-eight one-hundredths of a cent any more than I take into 
account the ditferential that arises from the one-tenth in the law 
of 1894 and the one-tenth in the law of 1890. 

Mr. WHITE. May I ask the Senator from Iowa if that is not 
a practical protection to the refiner in both cases, whether a just 
one or not? 

Mr. ALLISON. If it is
Mr. WHITE. Is it not? 
Mr. ALLISON. If it is, then that eleven one-hundredths should 

be added. If the Senator will turn to the paragraph which I sup
posed was passed over and not stricken out, he will see that both 
as respects raw and refined sugar . the countervailing duty is 
neither 27 nor 38, and that in this respect-

Mr. WHITE. It is a sliding scale? 
Mr. ALLISON. No, it is not a sliding scale. It says: 

Sugars. tank bottoms, sirups, cane juice or beet jnice, melada, concentrated 
melada , and .concrete and coucentrated molasses, the product of any country 
which pays, directly or indir ectly, a bounty on the export ther eof, whether 
imported directly and in condit ion as exported therefrom, or otherwi<>e, shall 
pay, in addition to the foregoing rates, a duty equal to such bounty, or so 
much thereof as may be in excess of any tax collected by such country upon 
such exported article, or upon the beet or cane from which it was produced. 

Mr. WHITE. I call that a sliding scale. 
Mr. ALLISON. TheSenatorcallsthataslidingscale. In other 

words, there is an unknown quantity to be ascertained as to this 
bounty, and in no event can it anywhere near approach thirty
eight one-hundredths of a cent a pound; and yet in all these cal
culations of differentials we find this scale in our tables, as though 
it were an exact mathematical condition with respect to the export 
bounty of Germany. 

Mr. ALLE.N. I wish to take the attention of the Senator from 
Iowa a way from differentials for just a moment, and to put what 
I regard as a very vital question, and that is whether, in the judg
ment of the Senator from Iowa, it is possible to frame a sugar 
schedule that will not result in some benefit, direct OI' indirect, to 
the American sugar trust? 

Mr. ALLISON. The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. LINDSAY] 
has been trying to do that all day. As a matter of course, if -raw 
sugar pays as high a duty as sugar which has been r efined, then 
there is no differential for the trust or for any refiner of sugar, 
whether in a trust or otherwise. As the measure now stands, all 
sugars above No. 16 Dutch standard in color pay $1.95 a hundred 
pounds; they are p'rotected by a duty of $1.95 a hundred pounds, 
and they will all be protected, if the amendment of the Senator 
from Kentucky prevails, by a duty of only $1.80 a hundred, or 1.8 
cents per pound, whereas they are now protected under this para
graph as it stands by $1.95. 

So the Senator from Kentucky, pro tanto, to the extent of his 
amendment, proposes to withdraw what we believe js wise and 
essential-and I think the Senator from Nebraska agrees with 
me in that r espect-in order to develoJ> the great industry of beet 
sugar in the heart of this continent, which, like the trust, makes 
refined sugar, which turns out the same class of sugar and throws 
it upon the markets. That, I believe, is the true remedy by which 
the refining of sugar and the production of sugar in condition to 
be consumed by the people of this country will be given develop
ment in the interior of our country, because until that is done 
and so long as we are importing from the islands and the conti
nent 3,500,000,000 pounds of sugar, in the very nature of things 
that refining will be done on the Atlantic Seaboard or on the 
Pacific. It will be done at the point w~ere the ships that carry 
the raw suga,rs can find the fu·st harbor and the first place to 
unloac1 their cargoes into the refineries. . 

So, being diverted somewhat from the main question, I come 
back to it again and say to the Senator from Neb1·aska and the 
Senator from Louisiana that the Senator from Kentucky by his 
amendment proposes to withdraw 15 cents _-per hundred pounds 
from the protection tha.t is now given, so far as this bill is con
cerned, to every pound of sugar produced in Nebraska, and prac
tically every pound of sugar prod UQed in the State of. Louisiana or 
the State of California. 

Mr. ALLEN. Will the Senator from Iowa permit me just an
other question? Satm·daylast the Senator from Kentucky admit
ted, and I think the admission was for the Democratic party, as 
he spoke for the Democratic party, that, in his judgment, it is im
possible to frame a schedule imposing taxes upon sugar from which 
the Sugar Refining Company, in consequence of its being a monop
oly, would not receive some benefit. I put the same question to 
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the Senator from Iowa, who represents his party, for the pm·pose 
of making it appear, if possible, and as I believe it to be true, that 
it is impossible to frame a tariff schedule upon sugar by which you 
impos9 any tax on sugar at all fTom which the trust will not re
ceive some benefit. 

Mr. ALLISON. That question is answered by asking another 
ancl answering it , if I can. That is, Is it wise for us in the United 
States to turn over to foreign cottntries the refining of the 4,000,-
000,00Z> pounds of sugar which we consume? If it is not wise for 
us to do that, th~n it is w ise for us to give such differential, what
ever it may be, as wiU fairly secure a proper benefit to those who 
do refine sugar. That is my answer to the Senator. · 

Mr. ALLEN. Will the Senator permit me? I do not want to 
inten-npt him unnecessarily, but I want my position to be tmder
stood. I do not wish to legislate any legitimate industry out ot 
existence. I want to see the sugar refiners of this country receive 
a legitimate .and honest compensation for their work. I want 
them to receive that, however, within the bounds of the law. 
But the question which I submit is whether the sugar trust, so 

: called, or the American Sugar Refining Company, has not such 
an absolute control of the sugar market of the United States and 
the sugar market of the world that it is impossible by a tariff 
schedule to lay a tax upon sugar in any form that will not result 
in some benefit to it over and beyond a legitimate profit on the 
refining? . 

Mr. ALLISON. It is possible that those who are refining sugar 
nowmP-Y have someadvantagesoutsidethetariff laws, but it is per
fectly certain that nobody here will continue to refine sugar and 
pay D! duty upon raw sugar when sugar can be refined in England 
or in Germany without paying a duty upon the raw sugar from 
which it is made. 

Mr. ALLEN. Will the Senator permit me? 
Mr. ALLISON. The Senator will nardon me until I answer 

further. Therefore it is plain to me that unless we put a duty of 
some kind upon refined sugar, as we do upon iron, chicory, and 
the thousand other things that are embraced within these sched
ules, the protective ide·a which we have, whet her it be 5 per cent 
or 2 per cent or 1 per cent, is gone, and we might fold our hands 
here and give no protection to any industry in the United States, 
because, except by the barrier that is thrown around the manu
facturers in our own country by means of our tariff laws, we can 
not tell how long it will be until everything we produce here will 
be produced elsewhere, where cheaper labor, cheaper capital, and, 
to some extent, more economical conditions in other respects pre
vail in regard to the production of these articles. 

Now, the ::ienator a.'3ks me impliedly by his question whether I 
believe that any duty is necessary. It is perfectly certain that it 
costs less to refine sugar in Germany than here. Especially does 
it cost less to refine sugar in Germany when it is refined by a con
tinuous process of refining from the raw beet itself. ·We must 
bear in mind that in this great indUstrial competition with Ger
many we are dealing with a people who are expert in all this class 
of manufactures. They have the most intelligent and most ex
pert chemists in the world, and they have been able to produce up 
to this time more pounds of sugar to the ton of beets than have 
any other people on the globe. 

Mr. VEST. May I ask ·the Senator one question? I did not 
exactly catch his meaning. 

:M:r. ALLISON. Certainly. 
Mr. VEST. I suppose he admits (if not, I should like to hear 

him deny it) that the whole amount of the export bounty of Ger
many or of any other country is ·imposed as an additional tariff 
tax by this bill upon the imported article when H comes into this 
country. 

Mr. ALLISON. That is, if it comes from Germany. 
Mr. VEST. That is in section 3, on page 195. 
Mr. ALLISON. If it comes from Germany, that is true. 
Mr. VEST. If it comes from any country; I beg the Senator's 

pardon. 
Mr. ALLISON. Certainly not unless the bounty is paid. 
J.\tlr. VEST. I say that wherever any country pays an export 

bounty--
:Mr. ALLISON. Undoubtedly. 
Mr. VEST. On refined sugar or anything else, and it comes 

into this country, then the amount of the bounty imposed in the 
foreign country is added to the tariff cost at the custom-hou.se in 
the United States. 

Mr. ALLISON. It is the net bounty, less the taxes and reduc
tions which I have named. 

Mr. VEST. I understand that. Now, I want to ask the Sena
tor one other question, so that we shall come to a fair, square issue. 

Mr. ALLISON. Certainly. 
Mr_ VEST. What does he say is the amount of export bounty, 

taking out taxE>s , etc .. granted by Germany? 
Mr. ALLISON. I have already stated that I do not know. Of 

course it can not exceed three-eighths of a cent a pound-thirty
eight one-hundredths on refined sugar-nor can it exceed twenty-

seven one-hundredths upon raw sugar. But it may be very much 
less. 

Mr. VEST. That explains the difference in the calculation 
between the Senator from Iowa and ourselves. We count the 
amount of bounty that Germany pays as a part of the tariff pro
tection to the trust in the United States. It is as much a part of 
it as is the 1. 95. • 

Mr. ALLISON. How much of it? 
Mr. VEST. It is within a fraction of 38.4: upon a hundred 

pounds. 
Mr. ALLISON. Very well. 
Mr. VEST. I will ask the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. CAF• 

FERY] to read an official communication from the Treasury De
partment, showing the amotmt of bounty paid by Germany an·d 
by France. 

Mr. ALLISON. That is an immaterial question for my argu
ment. The point I make is that none of that bounty should be 
charged. 

Mr. VEST . . It is charged by this law which you put in your
selves. 

Mr. ALLISON. The Senator does not gather my point. My 
point is that if this bounty, whether upon raw sugar or refined 
sugar, is paid, and the countervailing duty which we have put on 
here is exacted, it is not a bounty to the trust or to the refiners of 
sugar beyond the difference, whatever that difference may be, be
tween raw and refined sugar. 

Mr. VEST. I grant the proposition that the cost of the raw 
sugar must be deducted--

Mr. ALLISON. Undoubtedly. 
Mr. VEST. From the cost of the refined sugar. But I insist 

that 38.3 should be added. 
Mr. ALLISON. Does the Senator agree that twenty-seven one

hundredths shall be deducted before the thirty-eight one-hun· 
dredths is put in? 

Mr. VEST. As a matter of course, if that is duty paid by the 
trust upon raw sugar, it is put in in our computation. If it is not, 
it ought to be put in. 

Mt. ALLISON. In every table that has be~n submitted by the 
Senator and his associates they have counted the thirty-eightone
hundTedths and they have not deducted the twenty-seven one
hundredths upon raw sugar. 

Mr. VEST. I beg the Senator's pardon. If they paid in 27 per 
cent upon raw sugar, it was put in the cost of the raw sugar to 
them. Then the full amount was deducted from the cost of the 
refined sugar with the eXJ>ort bounty added to it. 

Mr. ALLISON. Certainly; but if sugar is imported from Hol
land, refined, or from Great Britain, or from any other country 
that does not pay a bounty--

Mr. VEST. Then of com·se the section does not apply. 
Mr. ALLISON. It does not apply. 
Mr. VEST. Of course not. 
Mr. ALLISON. It can not apply in any computation except to 

the extent of the differential between the bounty upon raw sugar 
and refined. Therefore I complain that in all these tables you 
have charged this differential to the refined sugars and have not 
subtracted from it the twenty-seven one-hundredths that come 
from the raw sugar. 

Mr. VEST. We took the prices furnished by the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

1\fr. WHITE. And without objection. 
Mr. VEST. Nothing was said on that side in regard to their 

being incorrect. I take it that in any court of justice or in any · 
other tribunal where the opposite side accepts the statement of the 
antagonist logically and fairly and beyond any sort of question, 
that ought to d03e that branch of the case. 

Mr. ALLISON. A just court would take the whole statement. 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. President--
Mr. ALLISON. If the Senator from California win pardon me 

just a moment, the Senator fTOm Rhode Island stated that in his 
computation he did not include the bounty provided for in the 
existing law and the countervailing duty nor the bounty and 
countervailing duty in this act. 

Mr. WHITE. Will the Senator from Iowa inform me whether 
it is not his judgment that fully 65 per cent of the sugars used by 
the manufacturers of this country come from places which impose 
no export bounty at all-cane sugars, in other words? 

Mr. ALLISON. That may be. I do not r egard that as a mat
ter of moment. 

Mr. WHITE. Now, will the Senator permit me to ask another 
question? If I understand the table which the Senator from Iowa 
has just presented, it has heretofore never seen the light in the 
Senate. The table submitted by the Senator from Rhode Island 
was presented on behalf of the committee, printed with his open
ing statement made for the committee, and never questioned until 
to-day. Is it not, therefore, a case not where a pleading has been 
amended, but where a new cause of action is attempted to be sus-
tained? -
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Mr. ALLISON. We are not trying a case here-at least I do 
not suppose I am. . 

Mr. SPOONER. The question is whether it is right or not. 
Mr. ALLISON. I am, as a Senator, dealing with the tariff bill; 

trying to deal justly and wisely, so far as I can, with every inter
est embraced within the bill. I am neither trying a lawsuit 
against the Senator from California nor the Senator from Missouri, 
nor do 1 want them to try a lawsuit against me. Whatever be- . 
comes of any or all of us, the bill will be judged, when it finally 
becomes a law, by what there is contained in it as respects the great 
interests of our country, whether they be the consuming interests 
or the industrial interests of our country. 

Mr. President, I have detained the Senate longer than I desired. 
i shall be glad to have a vote upon the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. CA.FFERY. I send up and ask the Secretary to read a 
communication fixing the differential. 

The Secretary read as follows: 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D. C., May 21, 1897. 
Sm; In reply to your letter of the 17th instant, I have to state that the 

bounties paid by Germany and lt'ra.nce, respectively, on expor~ed sugars are 
as follows: 

GERliA.NY. , 

1. On raw snga.r at least 90 per cent, and on refined sugar under 98 per cent 
and at least 90 per cent, 2.50 marks per 100 kilograms. (Very nearly equiva
lent to 27 cents per 100 pounds. ) 

2. On candy and sugar in white, hard loaves, blocks, etc., at least 99t per 
cent, 3.55 marks per 100 kilograms. (Very nearly equivalent to 38.4 cents per 
100 pounds.) 

3. On a.ll other sugars at least 98 per cent, 3 marks per 100 kilograms. 
(Very nearly equivalent to ~.4 cents per 100pounds.) 

FRANCE. 

L On raw sugar in grains or small crystals of the minimum test of 98 per 
cent, for all beet-root sugars, or of 97 per cent for colonialsugar(as determined 
before th~ reduction of the loss by refining)t 4 francs per 100 kilograms of 
refined sugar. (Very nearly equivalent to thirty-five ten-thousandths of 1 
cent for each pound and degree of po~rization.) 

2. On raw sugars of the standard of 65 to 98 per cent for beet-root sugars, 
or 65 to 97 for French colonial sugar, 3.50 francs per 100 kilograms of refined 
sugar. ( Verr nearly thirty-one ten-thousandths of 1 cent per pound and de-
gree of polarlZRtion.) • 

3. Candies, and refined loaf or crush, hard, and dry sugars, polarizing not 
less than 99.75, 4.50 francs per 100 kilograms. (Very nearly 3.9 cents per 
pound.) 

4.-: Refined sugars, in grains and crystals, at a minimum standard of 98 per 
cent, 4 francs per 100 kilograms. (Very nearly 3.5 cents per pound.) 

5. Bastards, 4.50 francs per 100 kilograms of refined. (Thirty-nine ten
thousandths of 1 cent per pound and degree of polarization.) 

Respectfully, yours, .. 
. W. B. HOWELL, .Assistant Secretary. 

Hon. D. CAFFERY. United States Senate. 

Mr. CAFFERY. Mr. President, the very fact that the Senator 
from Iowa has seen proper to introduce a schedule based upon 
different prices from the prices on which the Senator from Rhode 
Island based his calculations shows the intricacies of this ques
tion. I should like to know how it is and why it is that the Sen
ator from Iowa at this late day undertakes to alter the prices upon 
which the Senator from Rhode Island made his calculations. 

'There is one thing that arises from these schedules outside of 
any prices whatever. Given the percentage of duty at a certain 
degree, given the number of pounds of raw sugar at that degree it 
takes to make a pound of refined, whatever differential there is 
between the" duty on the raw and the duty on the refined is abso
lutely certain. You need not go to prices to ascertain it. 

Mr. ALLISON. Did I state otherwise? 
Mr. CAFFERY. But yc::m have introduced anew factor. You 

have introduced different prices, by which you attempt to disturb 
the conclusions of the Senator from Rhode Island. -Now, just 
look at this schedule. No one can contend that there is not a dif
ferential here, a very large differentia..!, wholly beside the question 
of price. At 96 the differential is 24.76 cents. That is a clean 
quarter of a cent by the calculation based upon the number of 
pounds of . raw sugar it takes to make a pound of refined sugar 
and applying the respective duties to each. 

Out of that position it is impossible for the Senator from Iowa 
to get, and out of this differentjal it is impossible for anybody to 
get. Here iB a differential of a quart.er {)f a cent at that degree 
of saccharine strength which the trust makes its sugar out of. 
Without any .sort of attention to the 38 or any attention to prices, 
here is a mathematical demonstration of the amount of protec
tion they get upon the class of sugar out of which they make 
theirs. It runs all the way through. At 100 they have ·a clean 
20 per cent under this differential, and so on down they enjoy 
greater protection as you descend in the scale of saccharine 
strength. 

Mr. President, it is said that we must not injure the refining 
;ndustry. Has the Senator from Iowa shown how or where, in 
~hat particular, the refining industry of the sugar trust would 
~injured by placing the sugar trust .exactly upon an equality, 

giving it so far as duty is concerned the price it gets, the protec
tion upon the refined and the price it pays on the raw? 

ThE' Senator from Iowa states that it costs more money to refine 
sugar in the United States than in Germany. Where does he get 
the facts upon which he predicates that statement? How does he 
arrive at his figures? We have been juggling with figures a great 
deal. We had a certain set of figures to predicate a statement on 
at one period which was thrown aside at another. We have a 
statement made of the comparative cost of making sugar in Ger
many and in the United States, but I should like to see some facts 
on that point before I could accept the statement of the Senator 
from Iowa as absolute truth. I know he thinks that it is true, 
but there is riot that degree of certainty about the statement, or 
any other statement in regard to this schedule, which wouldcarry 
any conviction to the ordinary mind. 

How does that statement compare with the statement of Mr. 
Havemeyer, that give him raw sugar and he could beat the 
world? How does it square with the fact that tlie German re
finers are a lot of small refiners? They refine in small sugar
houses. They turn out small quantities of sugar, it is true, by a 
process diffe1·ent from that which the sugar trust uses. But judg
ing from the ordinary result of large plants, large outputE, com
paring the enormous amount of sugar that the sugar trust makes 
with any concern in Germany! the inference to be drawn is that 
the German refiner m~es his sugar at a much higher cost than 
the American refiner. 

And besides, Mr. President, that sugar is not of the value of 
the sugar of the American Refining Company. It is about three
eights of a cent lower., as was stated by the Senator from Ken
tucky (1\:lr. LThTDSAY]. Not only have we here positive, unequiv
ocal testimony that the sugar trust makes its sugar cheaper than 
anyone else in the world, but that they defy competition. 

Mr. GEAR. May I inteiTUpt the Senator from Louisiana? 
Mr. CAFFERY. Yes, sir. . 
Mr. GEAR. The German sugar refiner does not refine his sugar; 

he wa.shes it. 
Mr. CAFFERY. What do you call it refined sugar for? 
Mr. GEAR. It is the common name, but as a matter of fact he 

does not refine it in the sense that American sugar is refined. It 
is simply washed sugar. If the Senator will take the samples the 
Senator from Arkansas has and place them before him, he will 
see the difference at once. . 

Mr. CAFFERY. I understand the process by which the Ger
mans make sugar. It is called a carbonatation process, which is 
used for the purpose of refining_ it. 

:Mr. GEAR. The Senator from Connecticut has just called my 
attention to what I forgot to mention. One is the melting proc
ess and the other is simply washing 'through water, and they are 
worth aboutDne-eighth of a cent below. They are quoted in New 
York at one-eighth below. 

Mr. CAFFERY. Are you certain about their being only one
eighth below? 

Mr. GEAR. That is about· the difference. They vary. 
Mr. CAFFERY. I have heard it very frequently stated by 

people who knew that there was from a quarter to three-eighths 
difference. 
· Mr. GEAR. You can take Willett& Gray's circular and figure 
it up. _ 

Mr. CAFFERY. But, however that may be, the German sugar 
is made out of the juice of the beet. That juice is boiled; the 
water is evaporated. After _it is boiled to the point of crystalliza
tion it is placed in the centrifugal. It is there subjected to a 
kind of a chemical process that the Germans call carbonatation. 
It com('S out of the centrifugals, and it is called the ordinary 
marks German granulated sugar. The sugar trust takes its com
mon sugar, puts water to it, melts it in vast quantities, all handled 
by machinery. The sugars are boiled but a trifle. They are 
passed after that process through the bone black. That extracts 
all the impurities and colors the sugar; and that is the end of the 
process. 

What is the great difference in the cost? I can not see. it.. The 
Germans have to handle the beet; they have to boil the juice; they 
have to evaporate the water out of the juice. It takes a vast 
amount of boiling to do it. Juice that has 5, G, or 7 per cent 
sugar only has to be dried of its water, run through the clarifiers 
and evaporators, and then through the vacuum pan and from the 
vacuum pan to the centrifugals. All that the American refiner 
has to do is to melt what has already been evaporated. He puts 
a little water in it to keep it from barning, melts it, boils it down 
again to evaporate that water, which is not a costly process, for 
there is not much water in it, passes it through the bone black, 
and there is his sugar. 

Do you tell me that a concern which turns out 15,000 barrels of 
sugar per diem can not make sugar cheaper than a sugarhouse 
which makes two or three hundred barrels or four or five hundred 
barrels per diem? The thing is not reasonable. They challenge 
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and defy competition. They have said so, and it does not stand in 
any body's mouth to deny their statement. 

Mr. President, this sugar trust does not come with clean hands 
beforetheSenateofthe United States. It has smothered testimony. 
Nobody can investigate it. It refused to give the proper informa
tion to the ceBsus officials. It tyrannizes and oppresses aU over 
the land. Everywhere you feel the baneful effects of the sugar 
trust. It crushes the producer, it boycotts the purchaser, and it 
invades the Senate; it places its blighting hand upon legislation, 
and wherever it goes the sugar trust blasts and shrivels and palls. 
It ought to be put out of legislation. 

I do not say that to do any injury, Mr. President. I would not 
injure any institution. But when the evidence comes direct from 
the mouth of the sugar trust that it needs no protection, not a 
weak, puling, squalling infant, but a great giant industry that 
contl·ols the markets of the world and imposes whatever price it 
pleases upon its product, I want to know if that sort of an insti
tution, with its character, with its antecedents. can come before 
the Senate of the United States and set up a cry for aid. 

The Senator from Iowa resented with some indignation the 
schedules tha.t we adopted, but I listened attentively to hear one 
single word where he contradicted them. The essential point in 
thes9 schedules is in the differential between the amount of raw 
sugar it takes to make a pound of refined sugar and the refined 
sugar, and here it is without any regard to the price of either, and 
without any regard to the diffe~ential, and it is a quarter of a cent 

a P?unpd. ·d th' · · · · t ·n 4-,. t. • ·f th ~1.r. res1 ent, IS Is, 1n my op1n10n, an ap 1 us~~~·a 1011-0 e 
evils of this whole system. Here is this great giant industry, this 
sugar trust, which has been the cause of scandal and contumely 
heaped upon the Senate and the other House, too, and why? Is 
it doing any more than the ordinary protected industry? Is it not 
a disreputable scandal that these great institutions should come 
and ask legislation in their behalf, and when they get too mon
strously large, when they get to be a stench in the nostrils of the 
people, then scandal is in their wake and attends on their impor
tunate demands? The whole system is rotten; the whole principle 
is wrong. · · 

Go to the tariff hearings-importunate beggars clamoring for 
aid in every direction. There is no period when the clamor will 
ever cease; there is no point where the demand will stop-constant 
demands, constant importunities to be allowed to make a living at 
the expense of the people of the United States. 

Who pays this sugar trust but the consumer? Who foots up 
all these enormous gains but the poor man, the rich man, and 
every consumer of sugar in the United States? So it is all along 
the line of these protected industries. There was a time when 
protection was less intense and acute than it is now; there. was a 
time when it was thought the infant could walk after being cod
dled and assisted with jumping horses and various art~ficial de
vices-bicycles and tricycles and all other powers of locomotion 
used in behalf of this little toddling infant. 

I submit that the time has about arrived when the sugar trust 
is big enough to walk alone. It does not need your aid. It has 
said so, and yon can not deny the truth of that statement. It not 
only does not want your aid, but it says, "We can beat the world." 
"Suppose," said the questioner to Mr. Havemeyer, "you had raw 
sugar free; what then would be your condition?" ''We can beat 
the world,'' or ''We can beat them all," or wmds to that effect. 
Now, I submit to the Senators on the other side whether or not 
this great infant, which bestrides the earth like a colossus, comes 
within the tender mercies of the humane principle of protection. 

The Senator from Massachusetts evidently had some doubts as 
to the correctness of these schedules or he would not have offered 
the amendment which he did. He went away back into the early 
history of sugar schedules, and he quoted the Earl of Chatham, I 
believe, who himself in his day and generation was very much 
perplexed as to how to regulate a sugar schedule; and from that 
time on, the Senator said, this question of sugar has been a ques
tion which has troubled the legislator insofar as regulating duties 
upon it is concerned. It is certainly a troublesome matter now; 
and the only great trouble about the whole thing is that the sugar 
trust demands in its behalf, in order that its· monopoly may never 
be disturbed, such an amount of tariff as to keep off perpetually 
all kinds of competition. That is all it wants. It has only a dis
tant fear now, bnt it is going to take the protection and keep compe
tition out as a kind of safeguard. Although it said as early as 1880 
that it did not want protection, the sugar trust think it is a handy 
thhig to ha"Ve around the house, and that it can use it when some 
foolish German comes here with a consignment of sugar and tries 
to sell it to the American people. The trust wants the privilege 
of keeping him out and charging the people just what it pleases 
upon the home product. 

There a1·e several points in this schedule which have given me 
concern. I have never known or understood from the statement 
of the Senator from Rhode Island how, when there was 88 pex 

cent of sugar in the test that he took, he could only make 81 
pounds of sugar out of it. That has bothered me and troubled 
me, and I want to elucidate that point. I send to the Secretary's 
desk a letter addressed to me on this subject by Mr. Calvin Tom
kins, of this city, chairman of the Reform Club, and ask to have 
it read. 

:Mr. BERRY. I suggest, as it is getting late, that the Senator 
have the letter printed in the RECORD without its being read. 

Mr. CAFFERY. Very well. I will ask to have the letter 
printed in the RECORD. 
. The VICE-PRESIDENT. If there be no objection, it will be so 
ordered. The Chair hears none. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 
W .A.SHINGTON, D. C., June 14, 1897. 

DE.A.R Srn: The duties in the amended Senate schedule being entirely spe
cific, it is plainly evident that the amount of "protE-ction" given to the sugar 
trust is to be determined by the number of pounds of raw su~ar required to 
make 100 pounds of refined. Senator ALDRICH has stated specifically that the 
first Senate schedule was based upon the allowances for drawbacks made by 
the'.rreasuryDepartment, and it is evident from all the calculations made by 
the advocates of the amended schedule that it also rests upon the same basis. It 
therefore becomes necessary to examine into the accuracy of the figures upon 
which these calculations depend. Senator ALDRICH stated in his speech of 
May25: 

•• As a basis for the calculation of the number of pounds of sugar of each ' 
polariscopic test required to make 100pounds of refined sugar, I have taken 
the statement of the Treasury Department 12romulgated June 25,1896, De
partment C'ircular No. 102. I assume there Wlll be no question as toits accu
racy. The computations have been confirmed by various statements fur
nillhed by the appraiser's office in New York. 

"For illustration. I will take an analysis of sugar testing 88 degrees, made 
by the chemist in charge of the sugar laboratory in New York. This sugar 
contained seventy-four one-hundredths of 1 per cent of ash, 4.13 per cent of 
invert sugar. ·and an out-turn of 81.85 per cent of crystallizable sugar. Of this 
sugar it would take 122.17 pounds t-o make 100 pounds of refined sugar. The 
Treasury estimate is 122.fl for this test. It wm be noticed that this sugar con
tained 4-.13 per cent of invert sugar. This invert sugar becomes sirup in the 
process of refining, and is worth from one-half to three-fourths of a cent per 
pound. The result in this case would probably be a fair estimate of the aver
age result of the value of the residuum of invert sugar contained in all cane 
sugars testing in the neighborhood of 89 degrees. The value of this sirup 
would not appreciably affect differentials." 

This statement is lacking in several particulars. It leaves unaccounted 
for 6.15 pounds of crrstalliza ble sugar. If his sample tested 88 degrees, it con. 
tained 88 per cent o crystallizable sugar. He says that it yielded 81.85 per 
cant. Whel'e i\l the remaining 6.15 per cant? The invert augar is not a part 
of this, because invert sugar does not materially affect a polariscope. As a 
matter of fact, 3.70 of the 6.15 per cent is held in chemical combination with 
the 0.74 per cent of ash oll'salts. The most of this 6.15 pel' cent is in practice 
either made into crystallizable sugar, or, with the invert sugar, into low-grade 
sugars and sirups. Here, then, is 6.15:percent of crystallizable and 4-.13per cent 
of invert sugal', every bit of which 1s worked into valuable product, and a 
great part of which is, in practice, made into refined sugar almost as valuable 
as granulated. We do not agree with 1\fr. ALDRICH t.hat these products are 
unimportant and do "not appreciably affect differentials." Mr. ALDRICH, 
in fact, ignores 10.28 pounds for every 81.85 pounds of product for which he 
accounts. 

In this one item alone may be concealed a greater amount of pxotection to 
sugar refiners than many protection Senators would be willing to grant. 

Recurring to the basis of the pending schedule, the absurdity of the figures 
is evidenced by the regular market quotations for raw and refined sugars. 
According to the figures upon whieh the present schedule claims to be based, 
the Treasury Department drawback allowance, it should take 120.54 pounds 
of raw sugar testing 89 degrees .to make 100 pounds of refined. This sugar, 
accoTding to the statement of General Apprruser Sharretts, is now wortn $1.90 
per 100 pounds. If it actually took 120.54 pounds to make 100 pounds of gran
ulated, the cost of the raw material alone fl'om which to make 100 pounds of 
refined sugar would be $2.29; while, according to the same authoritY, the 
actual market price of the refined granulated at this price was $2.30. Mani
fe tly. therefore, the 100 pounds of refined must have been made fl'om con
siderably less than 120.54 pounds of raw sugar. We were at that time im:port
ing large quantities of raw beet sugar from Germany, when we rmght 
according to prices quoted above, just as well have been importing reftn;i 
sugar at the same price. 

This is a reductio ad absurdum of the most glaring kind. It reaches con
clusions which are directly opposed to both facts and common sense. 

In view of the above presentation of what we believe to be the facts, on be
half of the tariff-reform committee of the Reform Club I would request you 
to renew your challenge to the supporters of the proposed sugar tariff. We 
are convinced that there are gross errors in the basiS of their calculations, 
as partially indicated above, and that there is a very great amount of pro
tection concealed therein in addition to that avowedly given. 

In view of the magnitude of the public and private interests at stake in 
this matter, surely there should be no question as to the fundamental facts 
on which the discussion rests. 

Yours, truly, 

Ron. Do:NELSON CAFFERY, 
CALVIN TO:MKINS, Chairman. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. VEST. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of executive business. 

Mr. ALLISON. Has the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. CAF-
FERY] concluded his remarks? 

Mr. VEST. I think so. 
Mr. CAFFERY. Yes; I have concluded. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of .the 

Senator from Missouri. 
The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the con

sideration of executive business. After ten minutes spent in ex
ecutive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock and 22 
minutes p.m.) the Senate adjom·ned until to-morrow, Tuesday, 
J nne 15, 1897. at 12 o'clock meridian. 
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CONFIRMATIONS. 
Execut-ive nominations confirmed by the Senate June 14, 1897 . . 

CONSUL-GENERAL. 
J?hn F. Gowey, of Washington, to be consul-general of the 

Umted States at Kanagawa, Japan. 
POSTMASTERS. 

A. L. Thompson, to be postmaster at Springdale, in the county 
of Washington and State of Arkansas. 

Orrin H. Jones! to ba postmaster at Wilmington, in the county 
of Windham and State of Vermont. · . 

Aaron Brining, to be postmaster at '!/ersailles, in the county of 
Darke and State of Ohio. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
:MoNDAY, Jttne 11,, 1897. 

The House met at 12 o'clock m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. 
HENRY N. COUDEN. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Thursday last was read and 
approved. · 

SETTLERS L.~ GREER COUNTY, OKLA. 
Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for th"e 

present consideration of the bill (H. R. 3351) for the relief of set
tlers in Greer County, Okla. 

The bill was read. 
Mr. BAILEY. I reserve the right to object until we can hear a 

statement. 
Mr. LACEY. Very well. The act of January18, 1897, gave to 

these settlers in Greer County, Okla., formerly Greer County, 
Tex., six months within which to file and prove up their various 
claims before the register and receiver of the Mangum land office. 
The retiring President, Mr. Cleveland, did not appoint a register 
and receiver for that new office. President McKinley has ap
pointed those officials, and they are about ready to take charge of 
the office, which will be opened about the 1st of July. This, how
ever, will only allow about eighteen days for th«;Jse claimants, 
numbering over 3,000, to file and prove up their claims. 

Secretary Bliss, on the 19th of May, sent to the House and the 
Senate a request for the passage of an act extending the time. 
The bill which I now desire to call up was introduced by the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. BELL], a former member of the Com
mittee on Public Lands. I ask unanimous consent. that the bill 
be disposed of now. It will only give to these settlers the length 
of time originally proposed by the act of the Fifty-fourth Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. GAINES. Has any committee reported on this? 
Mr. HENRY of Texas. I object. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SE~ATE. 
A message from the Senate, by :M:r. PLATT, one of its clerkS, 

announced t.hat the Senate had passed without amendment joint 
resolution (H. Res. 64) relating to the payment of salaries in the 
consular service. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
amendments of the House to Senate concurrent resolution request
ing the Secretary of War to furnish such information as he may 
have with reference to the present condition of the harbor of 
Cumberland Sound, etc. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED. 
The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled joint reso

lution of the following title: 
Joint resolution (H. Res. 64) relating to the payment of salaries 

in the consular service. ' 
ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

Mr. McMILLIN. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order, so 
that the1·e may be consideration of bills from committees under 
clause 6 of Rule XXIV. 

Mr. PAYNE. I move that the House do now adjourn. 
The question being taken on the motion of Mr. PAYNE, there 

were-ayes 77, noes 74. 
Mr. BAILEY. Tellers! 
Mr. SULZER. Yeas and nays! 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
T~e question was taken; and there were-yeas 88, nays 79, an .. 

swered "present" 15, not voting 171; as follows: 

Adams, 
Alexander, 
Arnold, 
Babcock, 
Baker, Md. 
Barber, 
Barrett, 

Barrows, 
Bartholdt, 
Belford, 
Bingham, 
Bishop, 
Booze, 
Brewster, 

YEAS-88. 
Broderick, 
Brosius, 
Brown. 
Brownlow, 
Burton, 
Butler, 
Clark, Iowa 

Codding, 
Connell, 
Cousins, 
Curtis, Iowa. 
Curtis, Kans. 
Dalzell, 
Davenport, 

Dovener, 
Eddy, 
Ellis, 
Evans, 
Fletcher, 
Foss, 
Gibson, 
Graff, 
Griffin, 
Grout, 
Hamilton, 
Hawley, 
Henderson, 
Henry, Conn. 
Hilborn, 

Adamson, 
Bailey, 
Baird, 
Baker, lll. 
Bankhead, 
Barlow, 
:Ha-tlett, 
Bell, 
Berry, 
Bodine, 
Brantley, 
Broussard, 
Brundidge, 
Burke, 
Castle, 
Clardy. 
Clark, Mo. 
Cocbran, Mo. 
Cowherd, 
Davey, 

Ba.ll, 
Benner,Pa.. 
Brucker, 
Catchings, 

Acheson, 
Allen, 
Barham, 
Barney, 
Beach, 
Belden, 
Belknap, 
Bennett, 
Benton, 
Bland, 
Botkin, 
Boutelle, 
Bradley, 
Brenner, Ohio 
Brewer, 
Bromwell, 
Brumm, 
Bull, 
Campbell, 
Cannon, 
Capron\ 
CarmacK, 
Chickering, 
Clarke, N. H. 
Clayton, 
Cochrane, N. Y. 
Colson, 
Connolly, 
Cooke, 
Cooney, 
Cooper, Tex. 
Corliss, 
Cox, 
Cranford, 
Crump, 
Crumpacker, 
Cummings, 
Danford, 
Dalidson, Wis. 
Davis, 
Davison, Ky. 
Dayton, 
DeArmond, 

Hill, 
Hitt, 
Howe, 
Jenkins, 
Johnson, Ind. 
Johnson, N.Dak. 
Ketcham, 
Kirkpatrick, 
Littauer, 
Loud, 
McDonald, 
Mcintire, 
Mann, 
Mercer, 
Mesick, f 

Miller, 
Moody, 
Morris. 
Olmsted, 
Overstreet, 
Payne, 
Pearce; Mo. 
Prince, 
Royse, 
Russell, 
Shannon, 
Shattuc, 
Simpkins 
Smith, S. W. 
Snover, 

NAYS-79. 
De Gra:ffenreid, 
De Vries, 
Epes, 
Fleming, 
Fox, 
Greene, 
Griggs, 
Gunn, 
Handy, · 
Henry, Miss. 
Henry, Tex. 
Hinrichsen, 
Howard, Ala. 
Hunter, 
Kelley, 
Kleberg, 
Knowles, 
Lamb, 
Lanham, 
Latimer, 

Lewis, Ga. 
Lewis, Wash. 
Livingston, 
Lloyd, 
Love, 
McClellan, 
McDowell, 
McMillin, 
Marshall, 
Martin, 
Maxwell, 
Meekison, 
Meyer, La. 
Moon, 
Norton, 
Ogden, 
Osborne, 
Peters, 
Pierce, Tenn. 
Plowman, 

ANSWERED "PRESENT "-15. 
Cooper, Wis. King, 
Dinsmore, Lacey, 
Gaines, Otey, 
Jones, Wash. Rhea, 

NOT VOTING-171. 
Dingley, 
Dockery, 
Dolliver, 
Dorr, 
Elliott, 
Ermentrout, 
Faris, 
Fenton, 
Fischer, 
Fitzgerald, 
Fitzpatrick, 
Foote, 
Fowler, N. C. 
Fowler, N. J. 
Gardner, 
Gillet1 N.Y. 
Gillett;, Mass. 
Grosvenor, 
Grow, 
Hager, 
Harmer, 
Hartman, 
Hay, 
Heatwole, 
Hemenway, 
Henry, Ind. 
Hepburn, 
Hicks, 
Rooker, 
Hopkins, 
Howard, Ga. 
Howell, 
Hull, 

. Hurley, 
Jett, 
Jones, Va. 
Joy, 
Kerr, 
Kitchin, 
Knox, 
Kulp, 
Landis, 
Lentz, 

Lester, 
Linney, 
Little, 
Lorimer, 
Loudenslager, 
Lovering, 
Low, 
Lybrand, 
McAleer, 
McCall, 
Mc(.;leary, 
McCormick, 
McCulloch, 
McEwan, 
McRae, 
.Maddox, 
Maguire, 
Mahany, 
Mahon, 
Marsh, 
Miers, Ind. 
Mills, 
Minor, 
Mitchell, 
Mudd, 
New lands, 
Northway, 
Odell, 
Otjen, 
Packer, Pa. 
Parker, N. J. 
Pearson, 
Perkins, 
Pitney, 
Powers, 
Pugh, 
Quigg, 
Ray, 
Reeves, 
Rixey, 
Robb, 
Robbins, 
Robertson, La. 

So the motion to adjourn was agreed to. 
The following pairs were announced: 
Until further notice: 

Southard, 
Spalding, 
Sperry, 
Stewart, N.J. 
Stewart, Wis. 
Stone, C. W. 
Stone, W.A. 
Sulloway, 
Tawney, 
Tongue, 
UpdegTaff, 
Warne1·, 

. Wilson, N. Y. 
Wright, 
Yost. 

Richardson, 
Rid&"ely, 
Robmson, IncL 
Sayers, 
Settle, 
Shuford, 
Sims, 
Skinner, 
Smith, Ky. 
Stephens, Te:z. 
Stokes, 
Strowd, N. a 
Sutherland, 
Tate, 
Vandiver, 
Vincent, 
Wheeler, Ky. 
Williams. MisS. 
Young, Va. 

Sulzer, 
Weaver, 
Wheeler, Ala. 

Sauerheringo, 
Shafroth, 
Shelden, 
Sherman, 
Showalter, 
Simpson, 
Slayden, -
Smith, lll. 
Smith, Wm. Aldq 
Southwick, 
Sparkman, 
Spra~e, 
Stallings, 
Stark, 
Steele, 
Stevens, Minn. 
Strait, 
Strode, Nebr. 
Sturtevant, 
Sullivan, 
Swanson, 
Talbert, 
Tayler, Ohio 
Taylor, Ala. 
Terry, 
Todd, 
Underwood, 
Van Voorhis, 
Vehslage, 
Wadsworth, 
Walker, Mass. 
Walker, Va. 
Wanger, 
Ward, 
We¥JDouth, 
White, ill. 
White, N.C. 
Wilber, 
Williams, Pa.. 
Wilson, S. 0. 
Young; Pa. 
Zenor. 

Mr. HE:MENWAY with Mr. RonERTSON of Louisiana. 
Mr. LANDIS with Mr. ORA WFORD. 
Mr. KULP with Mr. STALLINGS. 
Mr. DA vmsoN of Wisconsin with Mr. HowARD of Georgia. 
Mr. STRODE with Mr. HAY. 
Mr. QuiGG with Mr. BLAND. 
Mr. HULL with :Mr. DocKERY. 
Mr. MINOR with Mr. SPARKMAN. 
Mr. McCALL with Mr. JONES of Virginia. 
Mr. YOUNG of Pennsylvania with Mr. BENTON. 
Mr. BELKNAP with Mr. MAGumE. 
Mr. FARIS with Mr. ZENOR. 
Mr. HENRY of Indiana with Mr. MIERS of Indiana. 
Mr. DANFORD with Mr. TERRY, 

, 

' 
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Mr. POWERS with Mr. GAINES. 
Mr. DORR with Mr. MADDOX. 
Mr. PARKER of New Jersey with Mr. ELLIOTT. 
Mr. HOOKER with Mr. CATCHINGS. 
Mr. SPRAGUE with Mr. DE ARMOND. 
Mr. SMITH of Illinois with 1\Ir. LITTLE. 
Mr. HEATWOLE with Mr. DINSMORE. 
1\Ir. McCLEARY with Mr. TALBERT. 
Mr. MITCHELL with Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama.. 
Mr. OTJEN with Mr. LESTER. 
Mr. HOPKINS with Mr. :McALEER. 
Mr. REEVES with Mr. BALL. 
Mr. FISCHER with Mr. CUMMINGS. 
Mr. BELDEN with Mr. SULZER. 
Mr. LOVERING with Mr. WHEELER of Alabama. 
Mr. McEwAN with Mr. VEHSLAGE. 
Mr. SrRODE with Mr. ALLEN. 
Mr. Joy with Mr. MARSHALL. 
Mr. DINGLEY with Mr. SwANSON. 
Mr. BROSIUS with Mr. ERMENTROUT. 
Mr. LACEY with Mr. McRAE. 
Mr. PITNEY with Mr. CARMACK. 
Mr. KERR with Mr. ROBB. 
Mr. BRUMM with Mr. Cox. 
Mr. HICKS with Mr. OrEY. 

. Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota with Mr. JoNES of Washington. 
Mr. CLARKE of New Hampshire with Mr. KINd. 
Mr. PERKINS with Mr. COOPER of Texas'. 
Mr. BARHAM with Mr. FITZGERALD, 
1\ir. MILLS with Mr. SULLIVAN. 
Mr. SAUERHERING with Mr. STRAIT. 
Mr. CmcKERING with Mr. BRADLEY. 
Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH with Mr. BRUCKER. 
Mr. ACHESON with Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
For this day: 
Mr. MuDD with Mr. STARK. 
Mr. HARMER with Mr. JETT. 
Mr. ODELL with Mr. FITZPATRICK, 
Mr. GROSVENOR with Mr. RIXEY. 
Mr. BARNEY with Mr. TODD. 
Mr. MARSH with Mr. COONEY. 
Mr. RHEA of Kentucky. I am paired with my colleague, Mr. 

PUGH, although I did not hear the pair announced. - I have cast 
my vote in the negative, but now wish to withdraw it and be 
recorded " present." 

Mr. KING. I am paired with the gentleman from New Hamp
shire, Mr. CLARKE.· I voted'' no," but desire to withdraw my vote 
and be recorded ''present." 

Mr. WHEELER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I find that the gen
tleman with whom I have been paired is not present. I will there
fore withdraw my vote and ask to be recorded as "present." 

Mr. BURKE. I ask unanimous consent that my colleague, Mr. 
SLAYDEN, be granted leave of absence for the week, on account of 
important business. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, therequestwill begTanted. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. CATCHINGS. I desire to withdraw my vote, as I am 

paired with the gentleman from New York, Mr. HooKER. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote. 
The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening 

when his name should have been called? 
Mr. McCULLOCH. I can not say whether I was listening or 

not. 
The SPEAKER. Then it is impossible for the Chair to enter

tain the request. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. I noticed that the Chair did not put the 

question in that form to other gentlemen. 
The SPEAKER. If the Chair did not do so, it was because of 

inadvertence. He puts the question to the gentleman from Ar
kansas. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. During the roll call I was Wl'iting a part 
of the time and conversing at other times. I intended to listen, 
but I missed my chance to answer by 'just one name. I can not 
say whether I was listening at the moment my name was called 
or not. 

The SPEAKER. The statement of the gentleman scarcely 
brings him within the ruling, and his vote can not be received. 

Mr. GAINES. I have voted "no" on this question, but I am 
paired with the gentleman from Vermont, Judge POWERS, and 
therefore wish to withdraw my vote and be marked" present." 

Mr. LACEY. I am paired on all political questions with the 
gentleman from Arkansas, Mr. McRAE. This seems to be a polit
ical question and therefore I desire to withdraw my vote. 

Mr. McCALL. I am paired with the gentleman from Virginia, 
:rdr. JoNEs, on all political questions. If I voted, I should vote 
"aye." 

Mr. BRUCKER. I am paired with the gentleman from Michi· 
gan, Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I have voted "no," but wish to 
withdraw my vote and be marked" present." 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows: 
To Mr. ToDD, indefinitely, on account of important business. 
To Mr. DAVIS, for one week, on account of impo1·tant business. 
The result of the vote on the motion to adjourn was announced 

as above recorded; and accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 45 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned, pursuant to its standing order, until 
Thursday next, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, :the following executive commu

nications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter 
from the Chief of Engineers, report of a survey of Erie Harbor, 
Pennsylvania-to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, and 
ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmitting a copy 
of · a letter from Maj. C. C. Sniffen, paymaster, United States 
Army, and recommending that a duplicate check be issued in favor 
of Charles C. Ely-to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to 
be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a letter 
from the Chief of Engineerst report of examination and survey of 
Bayou Teche from St. Martinsville to Port Barre, La.-to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, making certain rec
ommendations in regard to the admission of Chinese into the United 
States to attend the Omaha Exposition-to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, recommending leg
islation to provide immediate funds for construction of works for . 
protecting the eastern bea{}h of United States land at Sandy Hook, 
N. J.-to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

A letter from the Attorney-General, transmitting a copy of a 
letter to the chairman of the Senate Committee on Appropriations 
relating to legislation desired by the Department affecting the pay 
of certain officers thereof-to the Committee on Appropriations, 
and ordered to be printed. 

A letter from .the Attorney-General, transmitting a copy of a 
letter to the chairman of the Senate Committee on Appropriations 
re1ating to the pay of certain officers-to the Committee on Appro
priations, and ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 
INTRODUCED. · . 

Under clause 3 of Rule·xxu, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred as 
follows: · 

By Mr. SHAFROTH: A bill (H. R. 3461) for the erection of a 
monument to the memory of the women who during "the rebel
lion attended and nursed the sick and dying soldiers of the United 
States-to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. MAXWELL: A bill (H. R. 3462) to amend an act ·to 
provide for the adjudication and payment of claims arising from 
Indian depredations,,approved March 3, 1891-to the Committee 
on Claims. · 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: A resolution (House Res. No. 57) to 
pay funeral expenses and six months' pay to widow of Edwin 
Giddings, late conductor of elevator in House o~ Representatives
to the Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. ERMENTROUT: A m!morial of the legislature of the 
State of Pennsy lvania.t-... asking the reappointment and retirement of 
General Gregg, late united States Army-to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of the 
following titles were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr BELL': A bill (H. R. 3463) for the relief of William L. 
McClure-to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 3464) granting a 
pension to John P. Clark-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions~ 

By Mr. DAVENPORT: A bill (H. R. 3465) granting a pension 
to Ida Wiederhold-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. JOY: A bill (H. R. 3466) for the relief of Martha A. 
Murphy-to the Committee on War Claims. 

· .. 

/ 
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By Mr. RULP: A bill (H. R. '3467) for the relief of William 
Ogden, Shamokin, Pa.-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 3468) to remove the charge of desertion from 
the military record of Milton McPherson, of Northumberland, 
Pa.-to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LACEY: A bill (H. R. 3469) granting a pension to 
George M. Gibson~to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 34'70) granting a pension to George W. Scott, 
jr.-to the Cormnlttee un Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 3471) -restoring the pension of Mahala A. 
Dahlman, formerly Brumley-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. MAHON: A bill {H. R. 3472) for the relief of Mary 
Isabella Krebbs-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MEYER 'Of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 3473) for the re
lief '()f certain employees of the United States mintatNew Orleans, 
La.-to the Committee 'On Claims. 

By :M:r. SHAFROTH: A bill (H. R. 3474) granting an increase 
of pension to James S. Wiggin-to the Com.n:tittee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. 'SETTLE: A bill (H. :R. M7o) to -relieve John W. 
Barnes of the charge of desertion -to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SIMPKINS of Massachusetts-: A bill (H. R.34'i'6) for the 
l'elief l()f Andrew Morse, jr.-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. SAMUELW. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 3477) to eorrect'the 
Jp.ili '!al'Y record of Wesley B. Coon~ to the 'Committee ()II. .M.ili tary 
M.aus. 

Also, a bill {B. R. '3478) to corr-ect the military record -of l}~nry 
Berry~t-o the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SOUTHARD: A bill (H. R. -8!19) to. pensi,()n Orilla 
Chadwick, widow of John HenryChadwick-to the Committee on 
In valid P-ensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 3480) to pension James Ross Johnson-to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a b1ll (H. R. 3481) to increase the pension of Wilson W. 
Brown-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 3182) to correct the· military record of Wayne 
Mapes-to the Committee on :Military Affairs. 

By Mr. CHARLES W. STONE (by request): A bill (H. R. 3483) 
granting a pension to John W. Smoot-to the Committee on In· 
valid Pensions. · 

Also, resolution of the Grocers and. Importers' Exchange of 
Philadelphia, Pa .. favoring the passage of the Torrey banln·uptcy 
bill-to the Committee on the Judiciarv. 

Also, protest of the W. H. Keen Company, ·of Philadelphia, Pa., 
and other dealers in refined sugar, against increased protection 
upon refined sugar, and petition for amendment of the sugar 
sclredule so a-s to admit sugar (yellow 1-efined) not over No. 16 
Dutch standard-to the Committee ·on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of the Wine and Spirit As ociation of Cleveland, 
Ohio, asking for the passage of the law i·ecommended by the Sec
retary of the Treasury relati"\l"e to 'tax on dlStilled spirits, etc.-to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of the Wintel' Whel:tt Millers' League, passed at 
St. Louis convention May 19 and 20,1897, -asktng thatb'llfrlap, bur
lap bags, and bolting t:loth \}a left on the f1·ee list-to the Com
mittee on Ways and .Means. 

Also, petition of Frederick 1\fead & Co. and other tea dealers 
in New York City, in favor of a specific dtt'tyon tea-to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. • 

Also, memorial of B. J. Hoffack-er, of San Francisco, Cal., pro
testing against the abrogation of the Hawaiian tJ.-ea.ty in the mat
ter of beet sugar-to the <Jommlt"-uee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the American Cham ~r of Commerce at Paris, 
addressed to the Congress of the United States, · sking for ac'ti.on 
by the United States in the matter of the ·coming Paris Exposi
tion, -etc.-to tJ:?.e Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GROUT: P~tition o'f W. H. Green and 213 other citizens 
of Montpelier, Vt., in favor of a law to further restl'iGt immigra.-
tion-to the Committee on Immigration and Natur-alization. 

Also, resolution adopted by the Winter Wheat Millers' League, 
requesting that burlaps and bul'lap ibags be left on the f-ree list, as 
they are at the present time--to the Oommittee on W.ays .and 
Means. 

Also, memorials oi M1·s. L. D. Dyer, president of the Addison 
County Woman's Christian Temperance Union, of Salisbtll'y, Vt., 
and Mrs. Mary B. Cockle, of Starksboro, Vt., president of the 
Bennington County Woman's Christia~ Temperane(;l Union, to 
forbid the transmission of gambling messages by telegraph-to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petitions of C. S. Hall and 78 other citizens of Randolph, • 
Orange County, Vt., requesting that the free deli'very of all mail 
matter be extended to every post-office in the settled p-ortions of 
the country, with free collection of letters-to the Committee on 
the Post-Office and Post-Roads. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Also, memorials of Mrs. L. D. Dyer, of Salisbury, Vt.; :Mrs. E. M. 

Denny, of Montpelier, Vt.; Mrs. Gratia E. Davidson and Miss Car
rie E. Lowe, of Newfane, Vt., praying for the passage of Senate 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and papers bill No. 1187, prohibiting lcinetoscope reproductions of prize 
were laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: fights-to the Committee on the .Judiciary. 

By Mr. ADAMS: Resolution passed by the select and common By Mr. HARMER: Petition of Alexander Duguay, of Frank-
council of the city of Philadelphja, .adopted June 10, 1897, urging ford, county of Philad€lphia, Pa.., for a pension-to the Commit
the immediate passage of the tariff bill-to the Committee on tee .on Invalid Pensions. 
Ways and Means. By Mr. HILBOR,N: Resolution of the Council of Labor of Los 

. By Mr. BELFORD: Petition of citizens of Queens County, Angeles Cotmty, Cal., urging the abrogation .of the Hawaiian 
N. Y., rem-onstrating against the proposed increased tax on beer- treaty-to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
to the C,ommittee on Ways and Means. · By 1\Ir. JOY: Paper to accompany House bill forth~ reli€f of 

By Mr. BINGHAM: Resolutions of the Grocers and Importers' Martha A. Murphy-to the Committee on War Claims. 
Exchange of Philadelphia, Pa., recommending the enactment of By Mr. KERR: Petition of W. A. Rose, A. Burros, and other 
the Tol'rey bankruptcy bill-to the Committee on the Judiciary. citizens of the Fourteenth Oongressional district, State of Ohio, 
· Also, resolutions of the select and common council of the city of relating to the tariff oil wool, J>r.aying for more protection in the 
Philadelphia, Pa., urging the illliilediate passage of the tariff bill- interest of woolgrowers-to the Committee on Ways and :Means. 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. By Mr. KULP: Petitions of George W. Metz and 53 others., and 

By Mr. BULL: Petition of citizens of Providence, R.I., for a Charles F. Lon~ and 96 others, citizens of Shamokin, Pa., favol'
m-ol'e rigid restriction of immigration~ to he Committee ·on Im- ing a moTe rigi<l restriction of imnrigration-to the Committee on 
migration and Naturalization. Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. DALZELL; Resolutions of Local Union No. 131, Jour- By Mr. LACEY; Papers to accompany House bill granting a 
neymen Tailors' Un_ion of America;, in favor of limiting tourists ~o pension to George M. Gibson-to the Committee on Invalid Pen
$100 worth of clothmg for exemptiOn from duty-to 'the Commit- sions. 
tee on Wavs and Means. Also, papers to .accompany House bill granting a pension to 

Also, reS'olution of the select· and common council of the city of Mahala A. Dahlman-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Philadelphia, Pa., in faV()l' of the speedy passage of a tariff bill- Also, papers for the relief of George W. Scott, of Eldon, Iowa-
to the Oommittee on Ways and Means. to the Commit~ -on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DOVENER: Petitions of E. B. Criss and .07 o'ther citi- By 1\lr. LOUD: Petition of merchants of San Francisco, Cal., 
zens of Mount Union; Thomas Leyland and 68 others, of Twilight; relating to the time when the tariff bill should ~ake effect-to the 
J. L. McCoy and 52" others of Pa.lme1·; N. W. Robinson and 18 Committee on Ways and Means. 
others, of Burton; T. T. Bonar and 51 others, of Marshall County, Also, resolution of the Council<>f Labor of Los Angeles County, 
in ~he ~tate ~f West Virginia ~emanding;a,~ore_rigid restriction Cal., relative to the abrogation of the Hawaiian treaty-to the 
of nn.mtgration-to the Comnnttee on lm1mgration and Natlnal- O:munittee on F.oreign Anair 
ization. By ::M:r. MAHON~ Papers to accompany liouse bill fo-r the relief 

By Mr. ERMENTROUT: Petition of It. S. Heckman and other of Mary Isabella Krebbs-to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
citizens of Reading, Pa., as1..;.n.g fo1· the passage of a bill for a By Mr. OLMSTED: Petitions of .J. Blessing and other citizens 
more rigid restriction of immigration-to the Committee <>n Im- of Harrisburg .and Samuel Reed :and others, of Steelton, Dauphin 
migration a.nd Naturalization. I County~ Pa., praying for the passage of a law to further .restrict 

Also, protest of the Civil S-ervice Refm·m Association of Phiia- immigration-to the Committee on Immigration and Natm·aliza-
delphil:t, Pa., again t the repeal of the civil-service laws-to the tion. • . 
Committee on Reform in the Civil Service. By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of James Dotson and '63 other 
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veterans of thelatewar;praying fo-r the enactment of a law equal
izing bounties-to "'the Committee on 'Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SNOVER: Petition of William Canham ·and 100 other 
citizens of St. Clair County,.Mich., asking for the appointment of 
a monetary commission-to the Committee on Banking and tQm-
rency. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Petitions of citizens of Wichita 
Falls and Abilene, State of Texas, asking for the passage of the 
bill for the l.'elief of the book ~ents of 'the Methodist Episcopal 
Church South-to the Committee on W~r Claims. 

By Mr. SULZER: Petition of citizens of the United States, con
taining 6,000,000 names, favoring the granting of belligerent rights 
to the Cuban patrjots-to the Commit'tee 'on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WANGER: Petition of Isaac S. Yeakle and 36 other 
citizens of Norristown, Pa., for a more rigid ·restriction of immi
gration-to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. YOUNG of P6Imsylvan:ia.: Resolution ·adopted by the 
select and common council of the city of Philadelphia, Pa., ask
ing for the speedy passage of the tariff bill-to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

SENATE. 
.TUESDA-Y., June 15, 1897. 

The Senate 'Inet at 12 o c'lock m. 
\PrayerbyRev. L. B. Wn.soN,D.D.,ofth'e ·cityofWashington. 
'The .J om·nal ·of yesterday's proceedings was read and ·approved. 

AGREEMENT WITH "CHOCTAW .A....""'{D CHICK.A.S.A.W INDIANS. 

'The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica
tion from the Secretary of th~ Interior, transmitting, in connec
tion with Department letter of the 18th ultimo, a copy of a letter 
of the 12th i'mstant and accompanying copy of a memorial 'from 
certain freedmen of the Choctaw Nation, relative to their rights 
;as melnbers of that tribe, in which they complain that they are 
not given anyinterest in 'the schoo'ls and moneys o'f the 'Choctaw 
Nation; which, with the accompanying papers, was l.'eferred to 
'the Committee on Indian Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIA.l.S. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented memorials of P. H. Wool
sey &'Co., of Livingston Manor; of N. Duin's Sons, of Peekskill; 
.of Thomas Showos's Sons, of Newburg; the Hawley .Box and 
Lumber ·company, of Ne-w York 'City; th~ American Lumber 
Company, of New York City; Douglass L. White & Co., of Al
b&ny; the New Rochelle Ooal ·and Lumber Company, of New Ro
chelle; the Inman Manufac'tu:ring·Company, of Amsterdam; J. C. 
Hubbell, of Albany; R. D. Clark, of South Fallsburg; W. M. 
-Grombie & Co., of New York City; the Manhattan ·Trunk and 
Box Factory, of New York City; Frederick W. Starr, of 'Brook
llyn.; .James H. Dykeman, of Brooklyn; the Cross, Ostend & Ire
iand Lum berDompany, of Brooklyn; Lawrence Bros., of Yonkers; 
Dannat & Pell of New York City; Sylvester Ross, of Brooklyn; 
.Jimenis& Co., of N'6W York City; ·crane & 'Clark, of New York 
City) a,nd of D. M. Rossequil, -of Brooklyn, .au in the State of 
N~w Yor~ and memorials ·of the Flo'l"ence Furniture Company, 
of Florence; of Holt & Bugby, of Boston, and of S. B. Dibble& 
Oo., of North Adams, all in 'the State •of Massachusetts, remon
·strating agamst the imposition of the proposed duty of $2 per 
thousand feet on lumber; which were ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. SEWELL presented the petition of Edward Harding and 
45 other -citizens of New Brunswick, N . ..J., and the petition•of 
J'ohn R. Radcliff and 23 other citizens of Millville, N.J., praying 
for the early passage of the pending tariff bill; which were o-r
dered to lie on the table. 

He also presented petitions of Herman Strauss and 149 other 
citizens of Jersey City; of Thomas Flannery and 146 other citizens 
of Bayonne; of John Jacobson and 59 other citizens of West Or
ange; Emil Baumann -and 99 other citizins of Hoboken; Henry 
Taft and 32 other citizens of Perth Amboy; W. T. Matthews·and 
'49 other rcitizens·of Passaic; William J. Raab and 24 other ,citizens 
of Bloom'field; Charles Bendoc and 11 other ·citizens of Manhattan 
..Park; D. F. Smith, jr., and 23 other citizens of Hackensack; Neil 
J. Lynch and 1,431 other citizens of Newai;'_k, and of sundry citi
zens of Jersey City, all in the State of New Jersey, and the me
'lnorial of Robert G. Rankin, jr., and 13 other citizens.of Pbila
delphia. Pa., remonstrating against the proposed increase of the 
tax on beer; which were ordered 'to lie on the table. 

Mr. PL.AT'J:'ofNewYor'kpresented sundryJ>etitions of .citlzens 
~f Brooklyn, Antwerp, Hltga-man, and ·Schaghticoke, all in the 
;state of New York, "Praying for the early enactment of a _pro
tective-tariff law; which were ·ordered to lie on the table. 

He also "Ptesen:ted ·sundry memorials of citizens <Of New York 
City a~d Brcroldyn, in the State of New York, remonstrating 

against the proposed increase of the lfiax on beer; which were or
dered :to lie on the table. 

Mr. FAIRBANKS presented sundry petitions of citizens · of 
Goodland, North Indianapolis, lfilfo1'~~ Shipshewana, Muncie, 
Cicero, Middletown, and New Albany, au in the State of Indiana, 
praying for the early enactment of a protective-tariff law which 
will adequately secure American industrial products against the 
competition of foreign labor; which were ordered to lie on the 
'table. 

Mr. 'GALLINOER presented a petition of the Woman's Chris
tian Temperance Union of Dover, N.H., praying for the ~nact
ment of legislation prohibiting the reproduction of 'Pugilistic 
encounters by means of the kinetosoope; which was ordel'ed to lie 
on the table. 

He also presented memotials of the Drake & Sanborn Shoe 'Ooltl
:pany, of Pittsfield, N.H.; of N. B. Thayer & Co., ancl ofW...._S. 
Pillsbury, remonstrating against any increase in 'the present rate 
of duty on tanned skins for morocco or a duty on raw goatskins; 
which were ordered to li-e on the tabl-e. 

He also presented a memorial of the Presbytery of the city of 
Washington, indotsing the recent action of -Congress rela'tive to 
the distribution of money appropriated for chatitable ·pmposesi'n 
the District of Columbia; which was referred to 'the Committee 
on the District ·of Dolumbia. 

Mr. ·cAFFERY presented a memorial of the Sugar Planters, 
Association of imnisiana, remonstrating ·against the •statement 
made by him that the Wilson tariff act affords enough :protection 
to sugar; which was orderea to lie ·on 'the 'table. 

Mr. HOAR presented a memorial of sundry citizens oi: Massa
chusetts, remonstrating against any increase in the present .rate 
of duty on 'tanned skins formorocco m.· the duty"On raw 'goatskins; 
which was ·ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. McMILLAN pl:esented a petition of 'Sundry citizens -of 
Detroit, Mich., praying for the passage, at the earliest possible 
date, of such protective-tariff legislation as will adequately .secure 
American industrial products against the competition of foreign 
labor; which was ordered to lie on the table. · 

He a1so presented ilihe memorial of 0. H. Blackman and 11'01-other 
citizens of Michlga111. remonstrating against the-enactment ef leg
islation intended to aestroy the present system •of ticket broker
age; which was referl:ed to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also "Presented the memorial of R. M. Power, of Holyoke, 
Mass., remonstrating against the proposed increase of the·duty on 
leaf toba-cco; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. FRYE presented the petition of N.J. Lamb and sn:ndry 
other citizens of Sangerville, Me., a;nd -a petition of 463 citizens of 
Sanford, .Me., praying for the early enactmen-t of .a protective-tariff 
law; which were ordered to lie on lthe table. 

Mr. 'SPOONER presented the-petition of H. W .. Meyel' i&nd 41 
other ·citizens of Ap'Pleton, Wis., ;praying for the eaTly passage .of 
the pending tariff bill; which was ordered to lie on the tabre. 

Mr. TURPIE p'I'esented the memorial Jof .Joseph J. Little, of 
Attica, Ind . ., remonstrating against the proposed increase of the 
dn:ty on granite; which was ordered to li-e on the table. . 

He also presented a petition of sundl:y citizens of Brazil, Ind., 
praying for 'the earJ.y enactment of a lfl'otecttve-'tariff 'law; which 
was ordered to Ue on the table. 

Mr. CHANDLER presented petitions -df Hon. David Harvey 
Goodell, ex-mayor, and 108 citizens of Antrim; lQf Hon. .John B. 
Smith,-ex-governor,"and 64 citizens of Hillsboro, and of Charles T. 
Page and 24 other citizens of Concord, all in the State of N~ 
Hampshire, praying that active cooperation be given toward secur
ing protective tariff legislation at the earliestpo'Ssible date; which 
were ordered to tie on thG table. 

Mr. ELKINS "P'l'esented Sliildry petitions of citizens of WeBt 
Virginia, praying for the ·enactment of l-egislation restrioti:ng im
migration; which were 'ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. BURROW'S presented petitions ·of H; T. Emerson ~a "21 
other citizens of Menominee; of H. J. Holmes and 38 other citi
zens of Hart; of Dr. Earl Fairbanks and 61 other citizens -of Luther; 
Don C. H&nderson .and 172 other citizens of Allegan.; Am-y Kinney 
.and 142 'Other citizens of Eastlake, and of Dwight Warren -a-nd 
23 other citizens of Th"Teeoaks, ·an iu ihe State of Micrhigan, :amd 
the petition of R. C. Griffin -and 42 ·other citizens of Valley head, 
Ala., praying for the early passage .Of the pending tariff bill; which 
were ordered to lie ·on the -table .. 

Mr. ·COCKRELL. I present a resolution -of Lodge No. :s-2, 
'Brotherhood "Of Boiler Makers and Iron Ship Builders of Ammica, 
in regula~ session 2onven~d at Kan~asCity ,.Mo., .on the 12th of June, 
1897, stating th-e 'lnsecuricy' of.nationa1 -a.Rd State ban'ks unaer our 
p:resent laws as a source of large loss 'to them, and praying Con~ 
gress for the enactment of a law for .the ,establishment hy .the 
·'General Governmen't, without delay, ·df Government savings 
banks :in connection with the Post-Office [Department . .I BlOVe 
that rthe petition :t>e u-clerred to the'OOilllliititee ou PostrOffioes and 
Post-Roads. 
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